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Very near the heart of all foreign
dffairs is the relationship between
policy and military power.

—McGeorge Bundy




A Word from the
Chairman

the QDR process recognized
that we face continuing

instability in many parts

of the world

In May of this year, Secretary Cohen and I appeared before the
armed services committees of Congress to present the Report of the
Quadrennial Defense Review. This report is the result of many
months of hard work, incorporating extensive analysis by our
brightest minds. The services and unified commands were inte-
grated into the process at each step. It represents our best thinking
to date about how to maintain a trained, ready force to support
national objectives and prepare for an uncertain future.

The QDR process recognized that we face
continuing instability in many parts of the world.
Resurgent nationalism, the challenge of new and
failing states, religious conflicts, and interna-
tional terrorism make the security environment
dangerous and unpre-
dictable. The threat from
weapons of mass destruc-
tion—unleashed by either a
rogue state or a terrorist or
criminal organization—is of
growing concern. Because
we are the dominant mili-
tary power, potential adver-
saries may seek to counter our military superior-
ity with asymmetric means, by using chemical or

biological weapons, attacking information nodes,
or through terrorism.

Our analysis reaffirmed that having the abil-
ity to fight two overlapping, major theater wars is
essential in exercising global leadership. Although
we will not face a peer competitor in the near or
mid term, regional powers and coalitions hostile
to our interests, values, and allies still confront
us. While some question a two-theater strategy, it
is clear that our ability to deter major conflicts,
with the human tragedy and suffering they en-
tail, is based upon our ability to project power on
a global scale and overwhelm adversaries rapidly
and decisively.

(continued on page 4)
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B A WORD FROM THE CHAIRMAN

(continued from page 1)

We also see a continuing requirement for
forces to conduct contingency operations across
the entire spectrum, from natural disasters and hu-
manitarian assistance to peace enforcement and
noncombatant evacuations. While we will not sac-
rifice readiness for core warfighting missions, mili-
tary operations other than war will remain an im-
portant part of our strategy of engagement.

The Clinton administration’s strategy of
shape-respond-prepare was fully reflected in the
QDR report. We shape the strategic environment
with forward presence, combined exercises, secu-
rity assistance, and a host of other programs that
keep us engaged in critical regions and help
defuse potential conflict. When necessary, we re-
spond to crises through a combination of forward
deployed forces, pre-positioned equipment and
supplies, and trained, ready forces which can
rapidly move to the scene.

At the same time we must prepare for the fu-
ture with a well-conceived, adequately funded
modernization program that provides the Armed
Forces the right tools, right technology, and right
systems to assure dominance over any opponent.
Joint Vision 2010, our conceptual template for fu-
ture joint operations, will help integrate new sys-
tems with evolving joint doctrine to ensure that
they are synchronized for maximum effect.

Throughout the review, we realized that we
could not sacrifice readiness today to generate
funds for modernization tomorrow. Our challenge
was to find a way to do both. In order to fund cur-
rent readiness and future modernization, we rec-
ommended significant personnel cuts in both the
active and Reserve components, for military as
well as civilian strength. Most cuts will come from
the sustainment and infrastructure parts of the
force. With the increase in operational deploy-
ments that has marked the post-Cold War period,
we could not make deep cuts in operating forces
and continue to support our strategy.

Reductions in personnel recommended in
the QDR report represent genuine savings, but
those alone are not sufficient to fund the requi-
site level of modernization. As weapons systems
age and new technologies come on line, we must
modernize to realize the revolution in military af-
fairs. With constant budgets projected for the
foreseeable future, we must rely on increased effi-
ciencies to achieve the savings needed to become
a 21t century joint force.

Part of the answer to the funding dilemma is
additional base closures. Some infrastructure rep-
resents capacity we no longer need; with defense
budgets down by 40 percent and forces cut by a
third, we have reduced our bases by only 21 per-
cent. Although politically painful, closing bases is



Shalikashvili

DOD (Helene C. Stikkel)

Briefing the
QDR Report.

implementing the
recommendations in the

QDR report will be neither
easy nor painless

essential if we are to preserve a ready force and
engage in prudent modernization.

Funding modernization will also demand a
“revolution in business affairs” to increase the ef-
ficiency of support and ac-
quisition functions. The
Deputy Secretary of Defense
is now heading the Defense
Reform Task Force that will
recommend how to do that.
Outsourcing, privatizing, and
reducing the number of Fed-
eral regulations under which
we operate are important initiatives that will gen-
erate real savings and enable us to achieve readi-
ness now and modernization soon.

The QDR report is not the end of the process
but rather the start. Its recommendations are a
blueprint, but much remains to be done. At pre-
sent the National Defense Panel—an outside
body comprised of defense experts chartered by
the Secretary of Defense—is conducting an inde-
pendent assessment as part of the QDR process
and will release its own report at the end of the
year. As the joint community continues to ex-
plore new practices and systems, we will refine
our thinking to improve both the efficiency and
effectiveness of joint operations.

Critics have begun to question the assump-
tions and conclusions found in the QDR report.
Some claim that their service or system warranted
greater attention and support. Others believe that
the current force structure will fall below prudent
levels. Still others want deeper force cuts to pay
for new, more advanced weaponry. The fact that
this criticism is distributed so evenly across the
defense establishment suggests that the current
review may be right on track.

Implementing the recommendations in the
QDR report will be neither easy nor painless; real
change never is. But we must recognize that the
health and vitality of the Armed Forces depend on
both current readiness and future modernization.
We cannot afford to sacrifice one for the other. To
achieve the goal of a trained and ready force today
and tomorrow, everyone—in Congress, the De-
partment of Defense, and the active, Reserve, and
civilian components—has a key role to play. Only
by working together in a spirit of cooperation can
we realize the greatness the Nation expects and
deserves in the new century.

JOHN M. SHALIKASHVILI

Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
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B FROM THE FIELD AND FLEET

Letters ...

THE NAVY’S RECORD

To the Editor—Some points made by Douglas
C. Lovelace and Thomas-Durell Young in “Joint
Doctrine Development: Overcoming a Legacy” (JFQ,
Winter 96-97) misrepresented my efforts at the
Naval Doctrine Command. It was not a response to
the spotty record of the Navy on doctrine. It was
my own initiative and did not have universal support
in the command because many thought | was
wasting my time. Fortunately, the commander dur-
ing this period, RADM Fred Lewis, believed that it
was value added.

My look at the evolution of naval doctrine
was an endeavor to convince my colleagues that
it was not unwise or unprofessional to write down
how the Navy intends to conduct its business. It
was also an attempt to ensure that the great
lessons of history are not lost (see my article enti-
tled “Developing Naval Doctrine . . . From the Sea,”
JFQ, issue 9). When | got to the Naval Doctrine
Command it was often said that navies have never
had any doctrine—hence most went about their
jobs without ever looking to the past. | set out
to correct that misperception, which had nothing to
do with responding to outside critics of the Navy.

As for the comment that my work amounted
to unconvincing revisionism, | would say that the
jury is still out on that question. If the Navy goes
about writing doctrine without any regard to the
past, then my efforts were in vain. If it is also look-
ing back before developing doctrine, then | would
say it was convincing. Based on what | hear today
the Navy is examining what navies have done his-
torically. As to whether what | wrote was convincing
to outsiders is beside the point since | never sought
to influence external audiences.

—James J. Tritten
Former Academic Advisor to
Commander, Naval Doctrine Command

CRASHING THROUGH
THE BARRICADES

To the Editor—The prize winning essays in
the RMA Essay Contest published in your last issue
(JFQ, Spring 97) are important markers of both the
direction and pace of serious thought on RMA.
Williamson Murray got part of it right in his intro-
duction—we need debate, experimentation, and
reasoned discussion on where we are going, and
these essays are examples of how to do it.

Unlike Murray, however, | believe the signifi-
cance of the essays is not a diversity of views (that
does tend to happen in a revolution!), but rather the
assumptions they share. Here are a few:
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A revolution really is underway. A few years
ago, some historians attacked this hypothesis with
gusto: “It's much too early to tell.if big changes are
afoot. We're experts and can assure you this is no
RMA,” and so on. Yet thankfully each essay gets
beyond the academic point of whether there is a
revolution. They all-accept that there is one and go
on to ask “what now?” The essays by Stavridis and
Lwin address how an enemy might seek to deal
with our revolution. Gumahad, Echevarria, and
Morningstar each explore how the RMA will trans-
form doctrine and organization while Schneider of-
fers an anthropological and cybernetic perspective.
The common thread running through them is that
it's here, it's big, and it's a revolution.

It is an American revolution. Perhaps because
it's obvious, the authors do not waste much ver-
biage on where it’s taking place. They accept it’s an
American revolution. What's happening may, as
Stavridis and Lwin warn, trigger other RMAs or
asymmetric counters by clever General Tzus (thus
we must be prudent about the course of our revolu-
tion). Doctrine may, as Gumahad, Schneider,
Echevarria, and Morningstar explain, change
around the world. But surely that only proves the
significance of what we are doing.

Let’s get on with it. Each essay advocates
moving forward, seizing the dynamics driving
change, and consummating this American RMA.
None implies we should do so mindlessly. Each rec-
ognizes the dangers associated with change. But
none recommends either turning back or trying to
hold off the future. Instead, a thread of pragmatic
optimism runs through each of them.

That's one of the interesting contrasts be-
tween the introduction and the essays themselves.
Murray seems far more pessimistic and far less
convinced that we can understand and control what
we've begun. Perhaps he’s correct. But maybe his
doubt has something to do with his vocation. Histo-
rians have trouble dealing with rapid changes—
with revolutions—since such upheavals defy conti-
nuity and repetition. In nonrevolutionary times we
can turn to historians for explanations and what
they tell us normally makes sense. They are, after
all, among the best purveyors of wisdom that is
conventional. But in revolutionary times their au-
thority weakens and a historian’s claim that the sit-
uation we face today is “what the military of the in-
terwar years faced in 1923"—or that the future will
be very much like the present—rings hollow.

WELCOMES

your letters and comments.

FAX|your correspondence to
(202) 685-4219/DSN 325-4219 or
send it on the internet to JFQ1@ndu.edu

But Murray is right on one point: the need for
experimentation and critical scrutiny. Let’s do it.
But let’s do it more broadly, more quickly, and dif-
ferently than we are doing at present. Why don't we
put new technologies into the hands of the men
and women in the services, free at least some of
them from the demands of readiness reporting, and
push them to see if the technology works and how
changes in doctrine and organization could make it
work better? Why don’t we seize on ideas like the
“vanguard force” proposed by General Reimer
and move the debate about the American RMA to
empirical trials—real tests?

—James R. Blaker
Science Applications
International Corp.

OVER THE BOUNDING
WAVES

To the Editor—Your review of Creating a New
Civilization: The Politics of the Third Wave in the
Spring 97 issue offered some interesting insights
into the Tofflers and their book yet failed to raise

a number of serious questions. Although | make no
pretense of being able to resolve those questions, it
may be useful to spell them out for the benefit of
your readership.

Without doubt modern science has provided
us with knowledge of natural phenomena that has
produced dramatic changes in almost every facet
of human life. From genetic research which led
to biotechnological breakthroughs to physics which
brought about innovations in the conduct of war,
we approach the new century with possibilities that
were once considered inconceivable. Few would
deny these advances though many thoughtful peo-
ple would admit that the significance of such
changes in our lives remains enigmatic.

In Creating a New Civilization, Alvin and Heidi
Toffler assert that modern technology has pro-
moted so many revolutionary changes that
civilization itself has been transformed. With little
acknowledgment to dialectical thinkers such as
Hegel, Marx, and Engels, the Tofflers slightly alter
the Marxian dialectical movement of history. For
Marx modes of production—dominant means by
which humans sustain themselves in any given
historical period—determine the way of life. For
the Tofflers human history is best understood in
terms of a metaphor of waves: the agricultural, the
industrial, and finally the technological, the third
wave. But the Marxian formulation of historical
change is barely altered: an existing civilization is
confronted and overwhelmed by a rising wave.
Resistance to new forms of civilization by withering
elements of the old continues so that residual as-
pects of the past continue until forced by circum-
stances to surrender to the movement of history.



Like the work of Marx, the wave is an interesting
way of viewing history, but the metaphor should be
seen for what it is. Like all metaphors there is the
risk of distorting history by forcing ideas and facts
into a preconceived framework.

At the center of the Toffler third wave is infor-
mation, which is now available in a quantity and at
a pace unknown to primitive technological soci-
eties. The authors also describe this process as
“creating new networks of knowledge” that incor-
porate assumptions, hypotheses, images, and lan-
guage codes. Their discussion of the knowledge
system of the third wave obfuscates subtle but im-
portant distinctions. Careful reading indicates that
they do not differentiate between knowledge and
information or between knowledge and opinion. Al-
though modern technology is a conduit for informa-
tion not all information is knowledge. Some infor-
mation, as the debate over censorship of the
information highway suggests, is foolish and even
scurrilous and should not be confused with knowl-
edge. The greatest challenge facing the users of
electronic networks is processing available informa-
tion or discriminating between the important and
the unimportant. Today thoughtful people have
more noise to filter in order to evaluate reality.

More significantly, we must not confuse gath-
ering information with acquiring knowledge. After
information has been filtered, it must be understood
in light of its relevance. The meaning of some-
thing—whether related to human activity or theo-
retical subjects—does not come simply from gath-
ering or distributing information. A physician’s
transmission of medical information in mere sec-
onds around the world to another physician be-
comes significant and beneficial because of their
understanding of medicine. Obfuscating the pro-
cessing of information with knowledge may blind us
to the fact that there is no substitute for knowledge.
The transmission of information and other techno-
logical innovations can have great advantages for

national security, but we must never lose sight of
the importance of knowledge of warfighting and the
ends we seek to achieve.

In Creating a New Civilization, the Tofflers
propose guidance for 21st century democracy.
Alarmed over the collapse of consensus in contem-
porary America, they see the country beholden to
majority rule that is not adapting to the increasing
diversity of the third wave. They suggest a form of
electronic town hall meeting that will enable citi-
zens to participate in political decisionmaking. Their
very confusing discussion of the Founders and rep-
resentative democracy dismisses the fear of dema-
goguery in Federalist Papers—according to the au-
thors a problem of an overly emotional public
response—~hy advocating a cooling off period be-
fore making decisions. A proper response to the
Tofflers would require an education in the nature of
representative democracy, what Publius understood
as refining the will of the people, and the delibera-
tive function of a legislature. Again, the question is
not whether the means to measure public opinion
exist, but what the consequences are for the public
good if such changes are implemented. | fear for
the stability and harmony of the Nation if such
changes are realized.

Technological change can be applied for bet-
ter or worse. To understand whether the fruits of
modern science serve or harm us requires ponder-
ing what is meant by better or worse—or some
standard by which to guide such choices. The ad-
vent of a technology does not prove its benefits.
The Tofflers confuse the relationship between tech-
nology and the public good. Worse, they hinder
posing important questions. Beware of false
prophets and those who say more than they know.

—Joseph E. Goldberg
Director of Research,
Industrial College of the Armed Forces

FROM THE FIELD AND FLEET H

A CAPITAL OFFENSE?

To the Editor—Although | find JFQ informa-
tive and interesting, one thing about it is disturbing.
The term Marine—used to identify the Marine
Corps, a group or unit of Marines, or an individual
Marine—is always capitalized. Always. There is no
such thing as “a marine.” No such animal. Capital-
ize Marine, Marines, Marine Corps, U.S. Marine,
U.S. Marines, U.S. Marine Corps, and United States
Marine Corps in future issues!

—Maj Eric J. Kennedy, USMC (Ret.)
Rock Island, lllinois

[EDITOR’S NOTE: Maj Kennedy’s letter raises a
point that may also concern other marines—as
well as soldiers, sailors, and airmen—on capitaliz-
ing the names of services and servicemembers.
The only use of the term in question without an ini-
tial capital M occurs when reference is made to an
individual or group of individuals. Thus the short
and long renderings of the name of a service (in
this case, Marine Corps, U.S. Marines, U.S. Marine
Corps) or any terms denoting a service as a whole
(here, the Marines) are always capitalized. But indi-
vidual members of a service (such as marine or
marines) are not. The ultimate (official) guide in
matters of style makes this clear:

Marine Corps; the corps;

Marines (the corps); but marines (individuals)

—~United States Government Printing Office Style Manual (1984)

Since the inaugural issue of JFQ went to
press in 1993, there has been a deliberate effort to
follow a standard form of capitalization when refer-
ring to the services and members of the Armed
Forces. Therefore it is the U.S. Army or the Army,
the U.S. Navy or the Navy, etc. Moreover, to strike a
consistent balance in the pages of this journal,
equal deference is given to designating an individ-
ual servicemember: soldier, sailor, marine, or air-
man (as well as coastguardsman when appropri-
ate). Subscribers to Marine Corps Gazette may
expect to always see Marine capitalized just as
readers of Airpower magazine may confront the
term Airmen. This is an unabashed token of service
culture. But in the spirit of jointness—not “parade
ground” political correctness—dJFQ seeks symme-
try in using themes and symbols (gven upper case
letters) in representing every service. Semper Fi]
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Report of the

Quadrennial
Defense Review

By WILLIAM S. COHEN

uring most of the Cold War the United

States pursued a strategy of containing

the Soviet Union. In 1985, America ap-

propriated about $400 billion for DOD
(in constant FY97 dollars), which constituted 28
percent of our national budget and 7 percent of
our gross national product. We had more than
2.2 million men and women under arms, with
about 500,000 overseas, 1.1 million in the Re-
serve forces, and 1.1 million DOD civilians. De-
fense companies employed 3.7 million more, and
about $120 billion of our budget went to procure-
ment contracts.

Since 1985, America has responded to vast
global changes by reducing its defense budget by
some 38 percent, its force structure by 33 percent,
and its procurement programs by 63 percent.
Today, the DOD budget is $250 billion, 15 per-
cent of the national budget, and an estimated 3.2
percent of our gross national product. We now
have 1.45 million men and women under arms,
200,000 overseas, 900,000 in the Reserves, and
800,000 DOD civilians. Today, $44 billion is de-
voted to acquisition from a smaller defense indus-
trial base employing 2.2 million workers.

In making these reductions, we have care-
fully protected the readiness of our military to
carry out its currently assigned missions. But it
has become clear that we are failing to acquire

The Honorable William S. Cohen is the twentieth Secretary of Defense
and previously served three terms in the U.S. Senate.
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the modern technology and systems that will be
essential for our forces to successfully protect our
national security interests in the future.

Where We Are Going

Work on the Quadrennial Defense Review
followed a path that led from threat, to strategy,
to implementation, and finally to resource issues.

We started with a fresh, unblinking look at
the world today and over the temporal horizon to
identify the threats, risks, and opportunities for
national security. In addition, we recognized that
the world continues to change rapidly. We can-
not expect to comprehend fully or predict the
challenges that might emerge from beyond the
time lines covered in defense planning and bud-
gets. Our strategy accepts such uncertainties and
will prepare the Armed Forces to deal with them.

From that analysis, we developed an over-
arching defense strategy to deal with the world
today and tomorrow, identify required military
capabilities, and define programs and policies
needed to support them. Building on national se-
curity strategy, we determined that defense strat-
egy for the near and long term must continue to
shape the strategic environment to advance U.S.
interests, maintain the capability to respond to
the full spectrum of threats, and prepare now for
the threats and dangers of tomorrow and beyond.
Underlying this strategy is the inescapable reality
that as a global power with global interests to
protect, the United States must remain engaged
with the world diplomatically, economically, and
militarily.



After developing the strategy, we anchored its
implementation in the fundamentals of military
power today and in the future: quality people,
ready forces, and superior organization, doctrine,
and technology. We need quality people to operate
more complex technology and undertake more
complex joint operations. We need ready forces in
a world of sudden events that often will demand
that our forces come “as you are” on a moment’s
notice. The information revolution is creating a
revolution in military affairs that will fundamen-
tally change the way U.S. forces fight. We must ex-
ploit these and other technologies to dominate in
battle. Our template for seizing on these technolo-
gies and ensuring military dominance is Joint Vi-
sion 2010, the plan set forth by the Chairman for
military operations of the future.

A spectrum of feasible approaches is avail-
able to sustain our current ability to shape and re-
spond to the world as we see it now, while prepar-
ing the future force for the world of tomorrow.
The Quadrennial Defense Review examined three
alternative paths that differed in where they ac-
cepted risks and emphasized investment over the
near term, mid term, and long term.

One path is to focus more on current dan-
gers and opportunities. This path does not ignore
the future but sees today’s threats demanding
more attention and tomorrow’s threats far
enough away to give us
ample time to respond.

Cohen

range of today’s requirements. At the same time,
it invests in the future force with a focused mod-
ernization plan that embraces the revolution in
military affairs and introduces new systems and
technologies at the right pace.

This approach reallocates resources and pri-
orities to achieve the best balance of capabilities
for shaping, responding, and preparing over the
full period covered by the review. As part of that
reallocation of resources, we will trim current
forces—primarily in the tail (support structure)
and modestly in the tooth (combat power). The
result will be a force capable of carrying out
today’s missions with acceptable strategic risk,
while allowing us to stabilize our investment pro-
gram in order to achieve the future joint force ca-
pabilities described in JV 2010. Our plan puts us
on a steady and realistically executable trajectory
toward that force. We preserved funding for the
next generation of systems—such as information
systems, strike systems, mobility forces, and mis-
sile defense systems—that will ensure our domi-
nation of the battlespace in 2010 and beyond.

Finally, DOD plans are fiscally responsible.
They are built on the premise that, barring a
major crisis, spending is likely to remain rela-
tively constant. There is a bipartisan consensus in
America to balance the Federal budget by the year
2002 to ensure the Nation’s economic health,
which in turn is central to our fundamental na-
tional strength and security. The direct implica-

we preserved funding that will
ensure our domination of the
battlespace in 2010 and beyond

This option would main-
tain the current force
structure exactly as is.

tion of this fiscal reality is that Congress and the
American people expect DOD to implement its
defense program within a constrained resource

But it would also result

in less investment in
modernization—that is, a greater aging in major
platforms, few new systems, and a delay in fully
exploiting the revolution in military affairs.

Another path is to focus more on future dan-
gers and opportunities. This path does not ignore
the present but sees greater dangers over the hori-
zon, including the possible emergence of a re-
gional great power. This path would devote more
resources to building the future force. But to do
so would also require significant reductions in the
current force. This would sharply reduce our abil-
ity to shape the international environment and
undermine our security commitments to our al-
lies while potentially encouraging aggressors. And
most importantly, it would erode our military ca-
pability, stress the troops, and put them at more
risk in battle in the near term and mid term.

The path we have chosen strikes a balance
between the present and the future, recognizing
that our interests and responsibilities in the world
do not permit us to choose between the two. This
approach retains sufficient force structure to sus-
tain American global leadership and meet the full

environment. The fiscal reality did not drive the
defense strategy we adopted, but it did affect our
choices for its implementation and focused our
attention on the need to reform our organization
and methods of conducting business.

What's New?

First, the shape-respond-prepare strategy
builds on the strategic foundation of past reviews
and our experience since the end of the Cold
War. We have determined that U.S. forces must be
capable of fighting and winning two major the-
ater wars nearly simultaneously. However, while
the Bottom-Up Review focused primarily on that
difficult task, we have also carefully evaluated
other factors, including placing greater emphasis
on the continuing need to maintain continuous
overseas presence in order to shape the interna-
tional environment and to be better able to re-
spond to a variety of smaller-scale contingencies
and asymmetric threats.

Summer 1997 / JFQ 9
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The Quadrennial Defense Review has also
placed much greater emphasis on the need to pre-
pare for the future, in which hostile and poten-
tially hostile states will acquire new capabilities.
This demands increased and stable investment in
modernization in order to exploit the revolution
in technology and to transform the force towards
JV 2010. We must fundamentally reengineer our
infrastructure and streamline support structures
by taking advantage of the revolution in business
affairs that has occurred in the commercial world.
We must focus on the future and not the past.
Only through such efforts can we realize the cost
efficiencies necessary to recapitalize the force.

Second, future forces will be different in char-
acter. The programs we are undertaking now to
exploit the potential of information technologies
and leverage other advancing opportunities will
transform warfighting. New operational concepts
and organizational arrangements will enable joint
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forces to achieve new levels of effectiveness across
the range of conflict scenarios. We want our men
and women to be masters of any situation. In
combat, we do not want a fair fight—we want ca-
pabilities that will give us a decisive advantage.

JV 2010 describes four operational concepts.
Together they promise significant advantages in
any operation or environment, something we call
“full spectrum dominance.” At the heart of the vi-
sion is information superiority—the ability to col-
lect and distribute to U.S. forces throughout the
battlefield an uninterrupted flow of information
while denying an enemy’s ability to do the same.

Dominant maneuver. Having a full picture of
the battlefield, advanced mobility platforms, and
agile organizations, U.S. forces will be able to at-
tack enemy weak points directly throughout the
full depth of the battlefield.

U.S. Air Force (Ken Hammond)



the services have targeted
reductions by streamlining
and outsourcing nonmilitary-
essential functions

Precision engagement. Precision engagement
will enable U.S. forces to deliver the desired ef-
fects at the right time and place on any target.
Having near real-time information about the tar-
get, a common awareness of the battlespace for
responsive command and control, and the flexi-
bility to reengage with precision, U.S. forces will
be able to destroy key nodes of enemy systems at
great distances with fewer munitions and less col-
lateral damage.

Full-dimensional protection. Multiple layers of
protection for U.S. forces and facilities at all levels
will enable U.S. forces to maintain freedom of ac-
tion during deployment, maneuver, and engage-
ment. To achieve this goal, full-dimensional pro-
tection requires a joint architecture that is built
upon information superiority and employs a full
array of active and passive measures.

Focused logistics. By fusing information, logis-
tics, and transportation technologies, U.S. forces
will be able to deliver the right support at the
right place on the battlefield at the right time.
This will enable more effective delivery of tailored
sustainment packages to strategic, operational,
and tactical echelons. The overall effect will be to
reduce the amount of logistics support while en-
suring a more capable combat force.

In sum, we will continue to seek the best peo-
ple our Nation can offer and equip them with the
best technology our scientists and engineers can
produce. This technology
will transform the way our
forces fight, ensuring they
can dominate the battlefield
with a decisive advantage at
all times across the full spec-
trum of operations from
peacekeeping and smaller
scale contingencies to theater war. The key to suc-
cess is an integrated system of systems that will
give them superior battlespace awareness, permit-
ting them to dramatically reduce the fog of war.

This system of systems will integrate intelli-
gence collection and assessment, command and
control, weapons systems, and support elements.
It will connect the commanders to the shooters
and suppliers and make available the full range of
information to both decisionmakers in the rear
and the forces at the point of the spear.

Achieving such capabilities is not an easy task
and cannot be done in one leap. It is a step-by-
step process involving the development of new
technologies, investment in new platforms and
systems, new concepts, training and doctrine, and
formation of new organizational structures. But
these are not just ideas—we have already started
down the road and we have tangible results.

Cohen

The third new element is that our program is
going to be fiscally executable. For several years
our defense program has suffered from unrealized
expectations with regard to modernization. Fail-
ure to address such problems would undermine
our ability to execute the strategy. For reasons de-
scribed in the report, projected increases in fund-
ing for modernization have continually been de-
layed as modernization funds migrated to
operations and support accounts to pay current
bills. While contingency operations have con-
tributed to the problem, they have not been the
chief cause. Failure to address fiscal problems
would undermine our ability to execute the strat-
egy. Therefore, an important corollary to the strat-
egy and force choices in the review was a focus on
rebalancing our overall defense program, improv-
ing stability in that program, and fixing deficien-
cies in service and defense-wide budgets to ensure
that modernization targets are met.

What's Next?

The first and most visible aspects of our plan
to rebalance our programs are necessary modest
reductions in military end strength and force
structure. These reductions are offset in part by
enhanced capabilities of new systems and stream-
lined support structures. The savings that will re-
sult, combined with the program stability we can
achieve from realistic expectations, will enable us
to pay for the transformation of forces required
by the strategy. To preserve combat capability and
readiness, the services have targeted reductions
by streamlining infrastructure and outsourcing
nonmilitary-essential functions. The result is a
balanced, flexible force that has sufficient depth
to support the strategy, that matches structure to
end strength so that hollowness does not set in,
and that will continue to evolve toward JV 2010
capabilities.

Highlights of QDR decisions include:

m The Army will retain 10 active, combat-ready di-
visions. It will also accelerate its Force XXI moderniza-
tion plan, which will revolutionalize combat capability
by enhancing battlefield awareness through modern in-
formation technology. A reduction of some 15,000 ac-
tive duty personnel will be carried out by deactivation,
consolidation, and realignment of headquarters and
support facilities to improve overall support to the com-
bat organizations.

m The Army will restructure its Reserve compo-
nent. It will shed some combat structure that provided
for strategic depth during the Cold War which is now
excess. It will also accelerate conversion of units from
combat to combat support and combat service support
roles, relieving an important warfighting shortfall and
enhancing the ability to support state missions. Adjust-
ments will result in a Reserve component end strength
reduction of some 45,000 personnel.

Summer 1997 / JFQ 1
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m The Navy will retain 12 carrier battle groups and
12 amphibious ready groups but will reduce the number
of surface combatants from 128 to 116. The reduced
size of the surface fleet will be offset by newer and more
capable systems coming on line. The Navy will reduce
the number of attack submarines from 73 to 50, reflect-
ing changes in requirements. It will reduce the number
of F/A-18E/F aircraft to be procured from 1,000 to 548;
transition to the joint strike fighter as soon as possible,
with the goal of initial Navy production in fiscal year
2008; and retain the option to procure additional
F/A-18 E/F up to a maximum of 7835 if joint strike
fighter development requires more time. Fleet reduc-
tions, combined with streamlining overseas infrastruc-
ture and the transfer of some combat logistics ships and
functions to the Military Sealift Command, will allow
the Navy to reduce active and Reserve end strength by
18,000 and 4,100 personnel respectively.

m The Air Force will consolidate fighter and
bomber units to streamline command structure and
shift one active fighter wing to the Reserve. It will pur-
sue an aggressive outsourcing plan that accelerates com-
petition of support functions. The Air Force will reduce
its structure for continental air defense and handle the
U.S. air sovereignty missions with other forces. The
fighter forces available for deployment to support the
strategy will be 12 active and eight Reserve fighter wing
equivalents. These initiatives will allow the Air Force to
realize a reduction of approximately 27,000 active duty
personnel. The Air Force will proceed with the F-22 air-
craft program to replace the F-15 C/D air superiority ca-
pability and perform air-to-ground missions. Consistent
with its greater capability, the total number to be pro-
cured will be reduced from 438 to 339.

m The Marine Corps will take modest reductions
in end strength through a restructuring of support re-
sponsibilities. The Corps will maintain a three Marine
expeditionary force capability to support the strategy.
MV-22 tiltrotor aircraft procurement will be accelerated
to meet the urgent need to replace aging medium-lift
capability, while the total number procured will be re-
duced to 360, consistent with the system’s superior ca-
pability.

m The total active duty end strength will be re-
duced to 1,360,000 (down 36 percent from 1989), with
835,000 in the Reserve (down 29 percent from 1989).
Civilian personnel will decline to 640,000 (down 42
percent from 1989).

m We have decided to slow the Army theater high
altitude area defense system because of serious technical
problems. Shifting the deployment date from 2004 to
2006 improves the stability of the program, lowers risk,
and allows us to explore using common components
with the Navy theater-wide missile defense program.
Other theater missile defense programs remain on track.

m National missile defense remains a high priority.
The administration and Congress have agreed to keep
this program on an accelerated research and develop-
ment path aimed at creating the option to make a deci-
sion on deployment possible as early as fiscal year 2000,
if the threat warrants. The goal of the program is to be
able to deploy an initial capability within three years
after the decision on deployment is made. QDR analysis
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concluded that the fiscal year 2000 target could not be
met within the current program budget. We are direct-
ing additional funds to missile defense, but even with
additional funds, national missile defense will remain a
program of high schedule and technical risk.

m The Quadrennial Defense Review highlighted
the danger of asymmetric threats, ranging from nuclear,
biological, and chemical weapons to attacks via infor-
mation warfare and terrorism. We will give increased
focus and funding to countering such threats.

m The Quadrennial Defense Review studied a
number of options regarding strategic nuclear forces.
The review concluded that the policy and strategy to
maintain nuclear forces are still correct and needed. In
line with congressional instructions we will maintain
the START I force posture in the current budget while
the Russian Duma considers ratification of START II. To
continue this in FY99 would require an additional $64
million. We remain committed to START II and negoti-
ating further reductions in a START III agreement after
START 11 is ratified. Savings from deeper strategic nu-
clear force reductions could free resources for national
missile defense.

m Based on QDR analysis of our future needs ver-
sus our remaining infrastructure, DOD will request au-
thority for two additional rounds of base realignment
and closure and for restructuring laboratories, research,
development, and test facilities. We will look for addi-
tional opportunities to outsource many functions and
work with Congress to radically reengineer and deregu-
late DOD business practices.

m Finally, a series of defense-wide program adjust-
ments will free up funds for increased investment in
key programs.

Modernization depends upon command,
control, communications, computers, intelligence,
surveillance, and reconnaissance (C*ISR) systems.
The important, central role of these systems, and
the large resources that must be devoted to them,
inspired a hard, sweeping look at our entire effort.
The general focus and amount of resources were
determined to be appropriate. We made a similar
study of munitions programs and found that
there is a high payoff for the large investment we
are making in precision weapons and that the
focus and the scale of effort are appropriate.

The transformation of our forces is an ongo-
ing process. JV 2010 provides a conceptual um-
brella for long-range visions and plans developed
by the services and other DOD components,
which are outlined in the QDR report. The U.S.
military is committed to realizing joint and ser-
vice visions of modern warfare and is already tak-
ing a number of steps to do so. It is a total force
effort, involving both active and Reserve compo-
nent forces. By undertaking efforts ranging from
studies and wargames to advanced concept tech-
nology demonstrations and experiments, the
Armed Forces are developing and testing concepts
and capabilities that will ensure their ability to
transform for the future. Brief summaries of these
efforts are included in the report.



I have established a task

force to consolidate functions,
eliminate duplication, and
improve efficiency

The final steps in preparing for the future,
essential to putting our program on a fiscally
sound basis, are to shed excess infrastructure and
fundamentally reengineer business processes.

Downsizing infrastructure has fallen behind
downsizing of force structure in spite of four base
realignment and closure rounds. Since the first
base closure round, force structure has come
down by 33 percent and will have declined by a
total of 36 percent when we finish the reductions
under the Quadrennial Defense Review. During
the same period, we will have reduced domestic
infrastructure by 21 percent measured by the re-
placement value of physical facilities. In essence,
our combat forces are headed towards the 215t
century, but our infrastructure is stuck in the
past. We cannot afford this waste of resources in
an environment of tough choices and fiscal con-
straint. We must shed more weight.

Although the savings from base realignment
and closure come slowly and require up-front
costs, the savings are significant. Last year, we
began to receive annual
savings beyond the annual
costs for the first four base
closure rounds, and by
2001 recurring savings will
exceed $5 billion every
year. The review found
that we have enough ex-
cess infrastructure to require two additional
rounds of base closures for which we will seek au-
thority. Included in the reduction must also be
our research and development and test facilities,
laboratories, and ranges.

We also need to take advantage of business
process improvements pioneered in the private
sector. Over the past decade, the commercial sec-
tor has reorganized, restructured, and adopted
revolutionary new business and management
practices in order to ensure its competitive edge
in the rapidly changing global marketplace. It has
worked. Now DOD must adopt and adapt the
lessons of the private sector if the Armed Forces
are to maintain a competitive edge in the rapidly
changing global security arena.

DOD has made much progress already in
overhauling the defense acquisition system—with
full support from Congress. Those efforts are pay-
ing significant dividends, permitting us to get far
more for each dollar spent previously. We have
also achieved savings through streamlining our
organizations and business practices; for example,
replacing cumbersome and expensive systems for
minor purchases with simple credit card opera-
tions. However, we need to go much further and
deeper, and we need congressional support.

Cohen

We are examining the best opportunities to
outsource and privatize non-core activities, but
many opportunities are restrained by regulations
and practices built up during the Cold War. We
need to deregulate defense just as we have dereg-
ulated many industries so we can reap the cost
and creativity benefits of competition. A guiding
principle is that the government should not per-
form private sector-type functions, and this
should also be true of the defense sector unless a
compelling military need is demonstrated.

I have established a defense reform task force
to review the Office of the Secretary of Defense,
defense agencies, DOD field activities, and mili-
tary departments, and look for ways to consoli-
date functions, eliminate duplication of effort,
and improve efficiency. The task force will con-
sult with Congress and business executives who
have successfully streamlined their corporations
in recent years. It will also work closely with the
National Defense Panel, the independent, con-
gressionally mandated board that is reviewing the
Quadrennial Defense Review, and with the Vice
President’s National Performance Review. I have
directed the task force to submit its report and
findings to me by November 30, and I will act on
its interim findings as appropriate.

Many current DOD institutions and infra-
structures enjoy significant political support for
their local economic contributions. However, the
primary test must be their contribution to overall
military effectiveness. We must act now if we are
to have the resources to invest in modernization
in the mid term and support capabilities to keep
pace with military capabilities in the long term.

This approach reflects administration efforts
to reinvent government and the commitment of
Congress to focus government on core functions.
As a former elected official who has witnessed the
difficult transformation in communities affected
by base closures, I fully appreciate the trauma
that often is involved. But ultimately, we need to
decide what is more important:

m keeping a maintenance depot in government
hands or putting advanced technology in soldiers’
hands

m protecting a facility or protecting our forces

m preserving local defense contracts or promoting
solid enlistment contracts.

These are stark choices—and while we must
make changes wisely and with compassion for
civilians who have given years of faithful service,
we must also keep faith with the men and women
of the military. Over half of them have known
only an armed force steadily shrinking in size.
There is great uncertainty about the future. Yet,
they perform magnificently as they serve our
country abroad and at home. We must take care of
them and their families and ensure that we have
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given them the best tools to do the jobs we ask. If
we take care of them, they will take care of us.

The report describes in detail the process we
followed, choices we made, our reasons for mak-
ing them, and the benefits and risks inherent in
each. The report is laid out exactly as the review
progressed, beginning with a description of the
global environment. It reaches conclusions on
the best strategy for achieving our national goals,
and it describes a series of integrated options by
which that strategy could be executed. It also an-
alyzes the fiscal environment in which those op-
tions had to be considered. From our choice
among those options flowed a series of structural
and programmatic decisions required to imple-
ment the strategy.
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The strategy and the plan presented in this
report will give us the military capability and
forces we need throughout the 1997-2015 time
frame and beyond. The plan balances the needs of
the present with challenges of the future. Our pro-
gram provides for the force to deal with present
threats while also making available the resources
to transform that force to one capable of seizing
the opportunities and dealing with the threats of
2015. That transformation already has begun as
outlined in joint and service vision plans and is
being tested in warfighting experiments.

The plan we have outlined is an integrated
whole. It is based on a strategy, but we cannot
carry it out without sufficient resources. Those re-
sources exist in the DOD budget if we use them
wisely. Doing so requires tough choices and
changing the way we do business. It will require
legislation in some areas and congressional sup-
port. Most of all, it requires a joint effort, focused
on the goal of protecting our Nation as a whole
and not the interests of any region, industry, or
special interest. If we are not willing to do busi-
ness in new ways, we need to face that fact and
be prepared to pay more for less impact. Or we
can decide to do less and be less as a nation.

The Greek rhetorician Gorgias spoke of the
great challenge of choosing, when choosing is
most difficult, “to speak or not to speak, to do or
leave undone,” and do so with “the indispensable
virtues—prudence and firmness—one for choos-
ing a course, the other for pursuing it.”

America begins the new millennium as the
sole superpower, the indispensable nation. The re-
sponsibilities are heavy and choices difficult. But
with those responsibilities and choices come enor-
mous benefits and opportunities. The QDR report
sets forth a vision of what lies ahead as our Nation
embarks on a new century—the dangers and pos-
sibilities—as endorsed by the President as com-
mander in chief. It is not enough for us to speak;
it is time to decide. The next generation will judge
us for our actions, not our words. Working with
Congress and by extension the American people,
we have chosen this course with prudence. We
must now pursue it with firmness. JrQ

This article represents an edited and abridged version of
“The Secretary’s Message” that prefaced the Report of
the Quadrennial Defense Review issued in May 1997.
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he United States is at a critical cross- have been born, non-state actors have become
roads. The world of today bears little key players, economic power is ever more promi-
resemblance to the recent past, and the nent, and technology is advancing at an in-
world of tomorrow promises very dif- creased pace. These dynamics have led to entirely
ferent security challenges. While our military su- new dimensions in the character of warfare. We
periority seems unassailable, there is no guarantee are thus faced with transforming national secu-
that competitors will not emerge and put na- rity structures while not precipitously abandon-

tional interests at risk in the future. In the mean- ing central military capabilities that have kept us
time the old world order has shifted, new nations secure over the last quarter century. We ignore
this summons at the Nation’s peril.

To help meet the challenge Congress passed
the Military Force Structure Review Act of 1996
which required the Department of Defense to un-

The article was contributed by the National Defense Panel whose
members are identified herein.
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dertake “a comprehensive examination of the de-
fense strategy, force structure, force moderniza-
tion plans, infrastructure, budget plan, and other
elements of the defense program and policies
with a view toward determining and expressing
the defense strategy of the U.S. and establishing a
revised defense program through the year 2005.”

The result of that effort was the Report of the
Quadrennial Defense Review which was released in
May 1997. It embraced Joint Vision 2010 as a tem-
plate for transformation and offered a strategy of
shape-respond-prepare allowing for the near si-
multaneous conduct of two major theater wars as
well as smaller scale contingencies. It assumed an
annual DOD budget of $250 billion extended
over time and recommended no major changes
in the “above the line” force structure (divisions,
air wings, Marine expeditionary forces, and car-
rier battle groups).

The Panel

As a follow-on to the Quadrennial Defense
Review, Congress—in the same act that guided
the review—mandated that an independent body
known as the National Defense Panel undertake
to further study strategies and structures to meet

future challenges. In the

we conceptualized outcomes words of this legislation, the

that may characterize
the world in 2020 (to free
us from current paradigms)

16

panel should conduct “an
independent, nonpartisan
review of the force structure
that is more comprehensive
than prior assessments, ex-
tends beyond the Quadren-
nial Defense Review, and explores innovative and
forward-thinking ways of meeting such chal-
lenges.” Given the scope of the challenge and the
panel’s view that only an open and informed
process can produce the correct solutions, this ar-
ticle describes our efforts so far to meet its charge
and give a preliminary idea of the direction the
final report will take.

The report of the National Defense Panel
will be forwarded to Congress in December 1997.
In recent months we have gathered information
and deliberated on national security issues which
the panel is charged to review. We traveled to Eu-
rope and Asia to meet with the commanders in
chief, their staffs, and many of their subordinate
commanders. At the same time we met with al-
lied and regional leaders and got their ideas on
the future of U.S.-regional relations.

In turn we met with senior DOD officials,
the Chairman and Joint Staff, service chiefs, and
leadership of the Reserve components; visited po-
litical-military exercises and wargames and lis-
tened to the findings of participating experts; and
received briefings from future-oriented compo-
nents of every service on various forward-looking
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concepts. We also conferred with the National Se-
curity Council, Department of State, and intelli-
gence community. And we have consulted with
members of Congress and their staffs.

Simultaneously we set our staff to work—aug-
mented by experts and visionary thinkers drawn
from various disciplines—to develop a process
that analyzed global and regional trends across a
range of political, demographic, economic, cul-
tural, technological, military, and transnational
phenomena. From that we conceptualized out-
comes that may characterize the world in 2020 (a
date far enough in the future to free us from cur-
rent programs and paradigms).

We considered four hypothetical points in
this range: a world much like today extrapolated
forward to 2020; a more benign one in which sta-
bility and international cooperation are the order
of the day; a world in which regional competitors

National Defense Panel
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and the Defense Science Board

The Honorable Richard L. Armitage; President, Armitage
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in chief, U.S. Pacific Fleet
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the U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency and with
the Senate Armed Services Committee

General Robert W. RisCassi, USA (Ret.); Vice President, L-3
Communications Corporation; served as commander in
chief, United Nations and U.S.-ROK Combined Forces
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increase in strength and introduce new chal-
lenges to global order; and a chaotic one in
which instability, intense competition, and vio-
lence are the norm. In light of discernible trends
and possible future worlds derived from them, we
scrutinized various grand strategies that the
United States could undertake to ensure its inter-
ests and goals were still attainable in the first half
of the next century. Again we received advice
from many experts and innovative thinkers both
in and out of government. All this helped bring
us to the central focus of determining what de-
fense capabilities will be vital in the future.

Transformation Strategy

While we have yet to conclude the exact
findings of our study, it has become increasingly
apparent that a transformation strategy is needed

to get beyond today’s se-

transformation strategy is curity structures to those

. the Nation will require by
needed to get beyond today’s . Though we are cur-
security structures to those rently in a far more favor-

able strategic environ-
ment than during the
Cold War because of a sig-
nificant superiority over any prospective near-
term competitor, the longer term is less certain.
The challenge confronting the Armed Forces
is not just whether they can win two nearly si-
multaneous major regional conflicts in the near
term. It is whether the military—indeed the en-
tire national security apparatus—can anticipate

the Nation will require by 2020

the nature of future wars and transform itself to
prevent, and if necessary, win them. And in paral-
lel, the military must be prepared to respond to
situations short of war—from peacekeeping to
countering terrorism—where its unique skills are
required to support national security interests.

The future is unknowable. But that is no ex-
cuse for inaction. A more prudent course—the
essence of a transformation strategy—is to experi-
ment, develop diverse and sometimes competing
operational concepts, make the necessary prelimi-
nary investments, and then play out the options.
At some point when we can determine more pre-
cisely what our potential opponents are doing,
how technology is developing, and where our key
interests lie, we can reshape our forces and ex-
ploit those developments that promise success.

As the panel continues its deliberations on
emerging challenges, the security structures that
best deal with them, and barriers and enablers to
a better strategic future, it will explore:

m the altered conditions of conventional, uncon-
ventional, and nuclear warfare in light of technological,
cultural, political, and economic developments

m operations in space, to include making it more
accessible while defending our assets and capabilities
there and on the ground, and the potential for commer-
cial integration and exploitation

m information systems and enhanced capacities of
network centric computing which link disparate plat-
forms and systems for synergistic effect

m power projection and counters which an enemy
might invoke to limit our access and thus our strategic
consequence

Meeting the security challenges of a new century. . . a decade of debate and evolution

Demise of Intertwined Technological advances
Changing Security Conditions Soviet Union economies and availability
Cold War Post Cold War
89 90 91 92 93
. . . A A
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m developments in urban warfare vis-a-vis demo-
graphic trends affecting growth and human profile of
urban areas and the importance of cities as political, fi-
nancial, cultural, and psychological centers of gravity

m transnational developments in organized crime,
drug trafficking, resource scarcities, and the prolifera-
tion of weapons of mass destruction

m homeland protection against asymmetries such
as chemical/biological terrorism and information/infra-
structure attack

m the role of Reserve forces in enhancing U.S. se-
curity and interests at home and abroad.

In short, we are considering the entire range
of security issues, the changing character of war,
the shifting balance of international power, and
the increasing complexity of a security apparatus
that extends well beyond the scope of traditional
military concerns.

Enlarging the Debate

The panel understands that it cannot solve
this array of issues by itself. It realizes that the
change which may be in order must be informed
by an intense debate that leads to correct policy
decisions. But by formulating appropriate ques-
tions and proposing answers we hope to con-
tribute to that debate. Those questions include:

m What does an era of dynamic strategic and tech-
nological change mean for future military capabilities?

® Which regions and global trends must be moni-
tored to ensure change does not translate operationally
into surprise?

m How should shaping opportunities and lesser
conflicts be balanced with preparations and capabilities
required to fight and win the Nation'’s wars?

National Defense Panel

m Given that the future is in many ways unknown
and unknowable, how do we guarantee the agility and
flexibility to adapt to changing conditions in time?

m How do we balance the ability to respond to
contingencies with the experimentation and invest-
ments required to address tomorrow’s exigencies?

m What changes should be made to insure that
our national security apparatus (beyond DOD itself) be
reorganized to better address contingencies and prevent
future conflicts (or win should we fail to deter them)?

Ours is not an effort to size the force pre-
cisely and define its structure in detail. That is
not possible given the uncertainties that we will
confront twenty years out. Nor can we create spe-
cific plans for the experimental and developmen-
tal efforts required. Indeed, with appropriate po-
litical guidance, that is the responsibility of the
Secretary of Defense, Joint Chiefs of Staff, and
military services. The National Defense Panel can,
however, establish the context within which to
frame the defense component of 21t century na-
tional security. The panel hopes to enlarge the de-
bate by addressing the scope, direction, and pace
of change necessary while simultaneously pre-
serving the essential structures to meet contem-
porary challenges. We hope to identify the kinds
of capabilities that will make America as militarily
strong in the 21t century as it was in the 20* cen-
tury but with less risk and bloodshed. The panel
aspires to contribute to a shift away from Cold
War paradigms and toward a new national secu-
rity consensus—one that will ensure the Nation’s
continued strength and role as a world leader. JFQ
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The QDR Process—

An Alternative View

By JIM COURTER and ALVIN H. BERNSTEIN

hese are hard times for those entrusted

with crafting our national security strat-

egy. The international environment has
undergone the kind of profound trans-
formation which ordinarily takes decades if not
generations to unfold.! Strategists have had to ad-
just to a baffling number of challenges. In Iraq, So-
malia, Haiti, Bosnia, Rwanda, and the Straits of Tai-
wan events did not fit neatly into familiar
categories of demands on military power. Since
1989 circumstances that we thought could be ig-
nored instead demanded attention, thus com-
pelling the Nation to reassess its foreign and de-
fense policies. Those charged with formulating
policy have had to adjust quickly: from the Base
Force and the Bottom-Up Review to the Quadren-
nial Defense Review (QDR). They still have a long
way to go and so has the United States as a whole.
Until its final months, the Bush administra-
tion based security policy on the possibility that
the disintegration of the Soviet Union might be
reversed. To meet such a prospect, military lead-
ers under the aegis of General Colin Powell devel-
oped the Base Force which was duly blessed by
the Pentagon’s civilian leadership.? The first Clin-
ton administration, recognizing the Soviet col-
lapse and watching Russia’s fragmenting periph-
ery, abandoned the notion of “reversibility” and
with the Bottom-Up Review shifted focus. Instead
of war on the plains of Europe, they envisaged a
recurrence of conflict either in a still unsettled
Persian Gulf or on the Korean peninsula. These
are the two implicit major regional conflicts

Former Congressman Jim Courter, who chaired two rounds of base
closings, now heads defense programs at the Alexis de Tocqueville
Institution and Alvin H. Bernstein, founding director of the

George C. Marshall European Center for Security Studies, is research
professor at the National Defense University.
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(MRCs) at the core of the Bottom-Up Review. Per-
sian Gulf volatility and North Korean militarism
make both conflicts plausible. Plausible too was
the first Clinton administration’s assumption that
either conflict might trigger the other, especially
if American forces appeared thinly spread. The
possibility of war in Korea and the Gulf occurring
simultaneously dictated the size and shape of our
forces and in part still does.

Yet while this large-scale planning was going
on the U.S. military became embroiled in one cri-
sis after another which entailed deploying troops
and spending money, not always to applause
from an inward-looking Congress. During these
years the Armed Forces were called upon to pro-
tect Iraqi Kurds who had fled to the Turkish bor-
der by enforcing a northern no-fly zone. In
southern Iraq they had to enforce another zone
to protect Iraqi Shiites. In 1992, in the face of
feuding warlords, U.S. forces participated in an ef-
fort to feed starving Somalis. In Bosnia they en-
forced another no-fly zone, then conducted puni-
tive strikes against Serb targets, and finally joined
Implementation Force for Joint Endeavor to
maintain peace on the ground. After flying tens
of thousands of flights over Bosnia, however, the
Air Force is still there as other forces remain on
the ground. These are only the most conspicuous
accomplishments, the “smaller-scale contingency
operations” as the QDR report refers to them.
These deployments, however, have compromised
our ability to respond to two simultaneous MRCs.

Splitting the Difference

Six months into President Clinton’s second
term the Pentagon is once again trying to adapt
strategic theory to reality. Under the guidance of
Secretary of Defense William Cohen it has issued



the report’s greatest
weakness is apparent
when it attempts to match
extensive obligations with
diminished resources

Secretary Cohen
briefing QDR report,
May 19, 1997.

the much-anticipated QDR report. This compre-
hensive study, reflecting lessons learned since the
fall of the Berlin Wall, has provoked an intense
public debate over the shape of
our foreign and defense policy.?
Its greatest strength is its thor-
ough and insightful analysis of
likely future threats and of the
capabilities the Armed Forces
will need to meet them. The re-
port’s greatest weakness is ap-
parent when it attempts to
match the extensive obligations
anticipated in the post-Cold War world with the
diminished resources it recommends be allocated.

In addition to the Gulf and Korean penin-
sula scenarios inherited from the Bottom-Up Re-
view, the QDR report lists asymmetric attacks by
nuclear, biological, and chemical weapons, infor-
mation warfare, terrorist acts, and environmental

Integrated Paths

sabotage. In light of recent experience, it also sees
the need to retain the capability to field forces for
smaller-scale contingencies that threaten chaos
and that our elected leaders have required—such
as peace operations and a panoply of humanitar-
ian assistance operations.

DOD (Helene C. Stikkel)

Courter and Bernstein

Given this environment and the enormous
cost of preparing for every eventuality at once,
the report established priorities. Its authors con-
sidered three options, although the report gives
the impression that the first and second were
framed to lead ineluctably to the third. First, they
considered devoting limited defense funds largely
to the development of a capability to counter
residual short-term and mid-term post-Cold War
threats. This approach has the significant draw-
back of mortgaging long-term security when
rapid political change and, more importantly, ac-
celerated technological development could intro-
duce new security challenges within a decade or
so. That alternative, therefore, could not stand.
The second option emphasized preparing for the
hazards of the long-term future at the price of re-
duced present security and of consequent high
risk if the worst of foreseeable crises occurred.
Since proximate threats are real, that alternative
proved unacceptable as well. In the event the
QDR report chose to split the difference between
the two. This third option trades a limited reduc-
tion in both current defense capabilities and the
ability to respond to short-term threats for the
opportunity to invest in technology—the revolu-
tion in military affairs (RMA)—that would trans-
form the Armed Forces over the long term to
meet the challenge of an uncertain future.

Eventual Proliferation,
Diminished Value

The authors of the QDR report are convinced
that the United States must preserve its near mo-
nopoly of state-of-the-art technology and prepare
for an RMA. Are they correct in view of the cost?
Surely yes, because this is our forte. It served us
well in Desert Storm, and we do not need to ac-
cept all the extravagant claims of what the new
technologies will do to believe that nations which
acquire key technologies and incorporate them in
a coherent system—rather than use them to en-
hance their current capabilities—will enjoy advan-
tages on tomorrow’s battlefield.

The authors of the QDR report want to give
the Armed Forces the technology that will dis-
courage the re-emergence of a peer competitor
such as China (if it learns to turn wealth into mil-
itary power) or, failing that, to prepare for any
challenges a competitor might present. While
there is no such threat on the horizon, the dizzy-
ing rate at which defense technology is develop-
ing and the accessibility of commercial technol-
ogy which has military implications will mean
that potential enemies will be able to modernize
their forces ever more quickly.

Whether a state or a coalition, a technologi-
cal peer that shared our doctrinal sophistication
and incorporated new technology in appropriate
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RAH-66 Comanche. ¥
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F-117 stealth fighter.

operational capabilities would especially challenge
our Armed Forces. Since the Mexican War the
United States has had to project significant forces
over great distances, maintain them abroad, and
maneuver them effectively for extended periods to
protect our interests and allies. The ability to do
this may decline in the immediate future to the
extent that forward basing shrinks for economic
and political reasons. In the long run, an enemy
that masters and integrates many new technolo-
gies could threaten this capacity. Improvements in
target illumination, information management,
and precision guided munitions will all be used to
greatest effect in the open areas our forces must
traverse to reach remote theaters of operations

22  JFQ / Summer 1997

and against platforms—surface ships and manned
aircraft—that get us there. That is why the Nation
must for the foreseeable future maintain the abil-
ity to do what it does so well now: minimize the
signatures of platforms as stealth technology does
for B-2s and F-117s and amplify enemy platform
signatures as do the data fusion capabilities of
Aegis naval systems. Application of low-observ-
ables technology to new weapon systems is not
solely the province of jet-aircraft designers: the
Army is developing its first truly stealthy combat
helicopter, the Comanche, and the new attack
submarine is expected to be the stealthiest under-
sea warship in history.

The eventual proliferation of such technol-
ogy will diminish its value to the Armed Forces.
The report correctly aims at maintaining a lead in
some of the most crucial areas while investing in
developing counters to the technologies most
likely to be used to our detriment. The revolution
in military affairs, the report also reasons, will en-
able the military to rely even less on manpower
and thus reduce casualties.

To maintain that lead, we must invest in
certain key technologies. Exploitation of space,
management of information systems, target illu-
mination for both strategic and operational de-
fense, and precision will confer decisive advan-
tages. The possibility of low-tech responses to
high-tech capabilities and the gradual evolution



F/A-18F Super Hornet.

the QDR report has it right: national
security demands that we remain
on the cutting edge of technology

of technologies and their incorporation in a co-
herent system with appropriate doctrine suggest
that it is time to begin investing in long-term ca-
pabilities. We can-
not reject technol-
ogy, and a core
research and devel-
opment strategy
should focus on
electronics (sen-
sors, emitters, and microprocessors), nanotech-
nologies (microscopic mechanical and chemical
devices), energy (photovoltaic, compact storage,
and beam delivery systems), software (with an
emphasis on software integration), and finally, as
the report recommends, an industrial technology
that will mass produce weapon components effi-
ciently by working more closely with commercial
industry so we can accommodate a production
surge in an emergency.

Investing a Shrinking Budget

The QDR report has it right: national secu-
rity demands that we remain on the cutting edge
of developments in military technology. Budget
limitations, however, also enter into the equa-
tion. The authors of the report have difficulty in
reconciling defense priorities with the money
they assume will become available. They should
have tackled the risk of investing a large part of a

Courter and Bernstein

shrinking budget in technology for the long term
thereby shortchanging operational capabilities in
the near term. Instead, they adopt a budget figure
that seems appropriately modest and fudge on
the dangers. The defense budget has declined by
some 38 percent since 1985 and the report as-
sumes it will stabilize at about $250 billion a year
(in FY97 dollars) or 3.2 percent of GNP. Although
such an allocation seems unlikely to meet the
threats the report’s authors foresee, they accept
the figure passively, stating that they settled on it
because “the Nation is unlikely to support signifi-
cantly more resources for national defense. In-
deed, we may yet face pressures to lower the DOD
share of Federal expenditures. Under these cir-
cumstances, it would be unrealistic to build a de-
fense program on an assumption that current re-
source challenges could be solved by increases in
the DOD budget.”4 This may sound reasonable,
but if the anticipated funding is inadequate for
the tasks which the report assumes the military
will perform, shouldn’t the report say so? Should-
n'’t it explain which parts of the strategic vision
can be implemented and which can’t? One
should expect the Pentagon to make tough
choices, but DOD also owes an assessment of how
much security $250 billion will buy and what
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level of global leadership or participation it will
support. The QDR report bows quietly to the bud-
getary limits it envisions, taking as an article of
faith that the public will support only that desig-
nated level of expenditure. But on occasion the
public has proved persuadable when the Presi-
dent and Congress presented the case com-
pellingly along with the exigencies of the situa-
tion. Public willingness to make sacrifices in order
to reduce the deficit demonstrates that Americans
still have the discipline to choose long-term over
short-term benefits. At present, however, no one
in authority is making that case on defense.

The QDR report correctly notes that signifi-
cant savings can be achieved within the existing
defense budget through outsourcing, reengineer-
ing, and acquisition reform. Several groups have
contended that over $10 billion could be saved
annually by outsourcing support functions. Such
savings will only materialize over the years as old
structures and processes are dismantled, and so
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the adequacy of current defense spending must
still be addressed.

The same is true of a QDR proposal for two
additional rounds of the base closure process.
After four such rounds between 1988 and 1995,
about a fifth of our former Cold-War base struc-
ture has been designated for closure or consolida-
tion. The QDR report proposes continuing the
base closure process while extending it to realign-
ing research and test facilities. Experience indi-
cates, however, that it often takes years for the
full savings potential of closures to be realized.
Thus while savings from earlier rounds will con-
tinue to accrue it is improbable that new rounds
would yield significant savings any time soon.
Even if Congress reverses its recent decision and
authorizes further closures, they would not be a
panacea for present budgetary concerns.

Wielding the Axe

Assuming the Pentagon puts the provisions
of the QDR report into effect, how much will
come out of the current operational hide of the
Armed Forces to pay for future technology? The
Army will lose an added 15,000 active duty per-
sonnel and 45,000 Reservists. Because the num-
ber of divisions will remain at ten, these already
hollowing units will become more hollow unless
there is a plan, unaddressed in the report, for a
massive reorganization of the Army such as is de-
scribed in a recent controversial book.® The Navy
will go from 128 to 116 surface combatants, lose
23 of its 73 submarines, and have procurement of
F/A-18E/Fs reduced from 1,000 to 548. It will also
have to give up 18,000 active personnel and
4,100 Reservists. Overall, the Marine Corps loses
the least. It will take a modest reduction in per-
sonnel but retain its three expeditionary force ca-
pability and receive slightly fewer new MV-22
tiltrotor aircraft.

Even the Army and Navy should consider
themselves blest, however. The Air Force will lose
a whopping 27,000 active duty personnel, shift
one active fighter wing into the Reserves, and get
only 339 new F-22s instead of 438. In addition, it
will acquire 13 joint surveillance and target attack
radar system (JSTARS) aircraft instead of 19. Most
disturbingly, the QDR report calls for no further
production of the B-2 bomber, despite the find-
ings of the deep-attack weapons mix study that
additional B-2s could be decisive in halting ag-
gression overseas. That the review’s axe should fall
most heavily on the Air Force is surprising given
that service’s performance in the Gulf War. Cer-
tainly the strategies for both MRCs are likely to be
fought with variants of the strategy used in Desert
Storm where airpower played a key role in win-
ning if not ending the war. The low number of ca-
sualties in the air and on the ground was largely



MOOTW detract from the
ability to cover MRCs or
counter unexpected
aggression by a rogue state

due to rapid destruction of the enemy air defense
system and infrastructure and to crippling its abil-
ity to sustain ground forces in the south. This is
the kind of strategy Americans will most readily
accept in conflicts where the Nation’s interests are
at stake but not its survival. Accordingly, airpower
generally and stealthy aircraft in particular should
continue to receive the highest priority, not only
for MRCs but also to discourage regional aggres-
sion by a rogue state bent on dominating its
neighbors. It is difficult to imagine any future de-
ployment of U.S. forces—whether for peace opera-
tions such as Iraq, Bosnia, and Rwanda, or for a
full scale conventional war—where the Air Force
will not play a dominant role.

Taking QDR reductions together with others
made since the end of the Cold War, active duty
personnel will be cut by 36 percent, Reserve com-
ponents by 29 percent, and DOD civilians by 42
percent. At the same time the national missile de-
fense will remain on an accelerated research and
development track because of executive and leg-
islative branch decisions, with the objective of
deploying a limited system as early as fiscal year
2000—perhaps an overly ambitious target date.

The review, then, sacrifices size for modern-
ization. This choice may have been the least of all
possible evils, but unfortunate consequences will
follow. Reducing our forces
still further will make it all the
more difficult to reconstitute
them in time to face an un-
foreseen emergency or peer
competitor. It is hard to think
of precedents for a democracy
rapidly rebuilding its forces.
Furthermore, personnel reductions, no matter
how well staged, emit an unmistakable signal.
Talented young men and women will almost cer-
tainly shy away from careers in an enterprise that
is steadily shrinking in size and, therefore, in op-
portunities for advancement. The report notes ex-
plicitly that these cuts may not be the final ones:
future pressures may lead to further budget reduc-
tions. That makes choosing the military as a fu-
ture a risky prospect.

More Than Mere Cuts

There are also operational consequences to
these cuts. As the review acknowledges, the con-
ventional conflicts we can envisage for the next
decade will probably arise with as little warning
as those of the last ten years. They will be, in the
review’s words, “come as you are” wars, which we
will fight with forces already in uniform—that is
to say with fewer than in the past.

Courter and Bernstein

Even the theoretical total available may well
not be the actual number we can count on for
combat. According to recent studies by the Rand
Corporation, both smaller scale contingencies or
military operations other than war (MOOTW) se-
riously detract from the ability of standing forces
to cover MRCs or counter unexpected aggression
by a rogue state.® Some 90 percent of all such
smaller contingencies involve peacekeeping or
peace enforcement, which often demands equip-
ment, skills, training, and doctrine that differ fun-
damentally from those needed for conventional
operations. Peace operations now require about 10
percent of Air Force flight hours (between 1991
and 1995, 800,000 hours were dedicated to opera-
tions such as protecting Somalis from starvation,
Rwandans from tribal massacre, Iraqi Kurds and
Shiites from Saddam Hussein, and various Bosnian
ethnic groups from each other).

These operations place asymmetrical de-
mands on subcommunities within the Air Force.
While F-16s spend many hours patrolling no-fly
zones, for example, there are many more F-16s
available than E-3s, KC-10s, EF-111s, AC-130s,
and EC-130s which in 1995 averaged between 88
and 280 hours per aircraft in support of peace-
keeping while an F-16 spent 21 hours. RC-135s,
in particular, gave 65 percent of their 1995 flight
hours to peace support reconnaissance. Aircraft
such as E-3s and EF-111s are actually more heav-
ily committed to flying operational missions now
than during the Cold War. They devoted 40 and
60 percent of their 1995 flight hours respectively
to peace operations.

Pilots patrolling the skies over Iraq and
Bosnia get less time to hone their combat skills as
peacekeeping operations provide few chances for
air-to-air combat maneuver or placing ordnance
on target. The deterioration of combat skills of
some of our pilots is already measurable. Add the
cost and the wear and tear on aircraft, and the
sometimes unprogrammed expense of these
smaller scale contingencies becomes more appar-
ent and troubling.

The Army is also increasingly committed to
such tasks, which similarly hurts its combat skills
and creates other problems. In addition to in-
volvement in Iraq and Bosnia, for example, the
service has become heavily committed in coun-
ternarcotics activities in both Mexico and Colom-
bia and in controlling refugee flows from Haiti—
when not actually reinstalling Haiti’s
democratically-elected government to power. It
has also put troops on the ground for peacekeep-
ing in Macedonia and Bosnia and worked with
the United Nations to support elections in Cam-
bodia. Because the many peace enforcement mis-
sions in a chaotic international scene increasingly
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strain combat skills, they are likely to stir new de-
bates within the Army and DOD generally. These
will focus on issues such as the appropriate ratio
of active to Reserve components, the distribution
of light, heavy, and special operations forces, and
the needs of maneuver versus fire support.

Peace operations will demand more restric-
tive rules of engagement and closer civil-military
communications and cooperation than the indi-
vidual services are likely to find congenial. Most
of these operations do not play to strengths of
the Armed Forces and demand a degree of doctri-
nal flexibility at odds with post-Vietnam military
thinking as articulated first in the Weinberger
doctrine and later in the Powell doctrine of over-
whelming force which was validated in the Per-
sian Gulf. The conventional mind is uncomfort-
able with scenarios that call for tighter
civil-military links on the operational level, but
that communication becomes necessary when
political guidance cannot be stable or consistent
because of rapidly shifting conditions on the
ground. One need only remember Lebanon and
Somalia to imagine what may lie ahead. We
ought thus to reckon with the possibility of an-
other round of strained civil-military relations.

The debate has, in fact, been institutional-
ized by the Military Force Structure Review Act of
1996 which established the National Defense
Panel (NDP), a review group of formidable ex-
perts. In a thoughtful preliminary letter to Secre-
tary Cohen, NDP Chairman Philip Odeen wrote
that this group intends to examine, among other
things, “whether there is insufficient connectivity
between strategy, on the one hand, and force
structure, operational concepts, and procurement
decisions on the other.” It suggests that the re-
view’s program decisions and priorities would
benefit greatly if they were more tightly linked to
a new comprehensive strategy and also that deep-
ening strategic concepts warrant “a more aggres-
sive redesigning of [DOD] infrastructure,” pre-
sumably something beyond mere cuts in the
services. The panel also faulted the review for not
taking a sufficiently joint and combined view of
the future and for preserving the dated service
perspective on force structure. It believes the QDR
report overemphasizes traditional force-on-force
challenges at the expense of the potential danger
posed by subnational entities.

The National Defense Panel has until the end
of the year to shape its verdicts on the specifics of
the latest Pentagon game plan into an official cri-
tique. The process will be crucial since the final
DOD plan will guide security policy into the next
century. Inevitably the panel will have to conduct
its business against the charges leveled by well-in-
tentioned critics or self-interested kibitzers since a
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spate of pre-QDR articles argued that current force
structure cannot even support missions required
by the Bottom-Up Review.”

The outcome of this effort ought to be pre-
cisely what the panel asserts: a much tighter link
between strategy and the ability to implement it.
Everything must be placed on the table—not just
hackneyed allegations of waste but some of the
pet projects of the Pentagon and Congress—even
if that means treading on some VITs (very impor-
tant toes). Not only the time but the opportunity
has come as we determine how to maintain the
most benign security environment that we have
enjoyed since the outbreak of World War I. JrQ
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Whatever Happened to Defense
Industrial Preparedness?

By IVARS GUTMANIS and JOHN E STARNS

Normandy, 1944.

he basic American approach to inter-
national crises is nonmilitary, with re-
sort to the use of force arising only
when vital interests are directly endan-
gered. This approach is reflected in the way the
Armed Forces are armed and equipped. Tradition-
ally, the United States has not procured war
matériel from an extant dedicated arms manufac-
turing base. Instead, it has mobilized industry to
produce the means to fight the Nation’s wars.!
Moreover, mobilizations have customarily been
directed by civilians, with military officers play-
ing a relatively minor role.

Mobilizing for War

Although World War 1II is the best known in-
dustrial mobilization of the past century, it is

Ivars Gutmanis is an industrial economist with the Hobe Corporation
and John F. Starns directs the industrial resources department at
The Analytical Sciences Corp.

only one of five episodes that offer lessons for
policymakers and military planners. World War [
taught that mobilization required sound plan-
ning and that a simple system of priorities can
guide an effort until complex institutions are
needed. In World War II the Nation learned that a
rapid mobilization could not be achieved from a
standing start without prior planning. Emergency
organizations and controls must be in place.
Korea was the first conflict that America fought
without a declaration of war and for which it at-
tempted to mobilize by expanding capacity. Then
Vietnam demonstrated that in avoiding the
short-term costs of mobilization readiness could
be eroded. Finally, the Gulf War revealed that in-
dustrial preparedness must be considered in each
and every scenario. Planning for the worst case
does not assure readiness for lesser crises.

The concept of industrial mobilization used
in World Wars I and II served the United States
reasonably well but was found wanting after the
ordeal of the Korean War. The major problem was
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Figure 1. Domestic Sources of Defense Matériel by Type
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the breakup of the Soviet
Union also has led to changes
in DOD industrial mobiliza-
tion policies and funding

the lead time required to get matériel to the field.
Korea provided ample evidence of the problems
with a mobilization-only policy. In late 1952 the
Advisory Committee on Production Equipment
(Vance Committee), recog-
nizing the need for a more
cost-effective industrial base
than the policy of the day,
recommended that “a larger
productive capacity to pro-
duce military end items
must be created ... [so] that
it can be quickly expanded in the event of an
emergency by merely adding manpower and
hours of operations.”? As a result, the Nation
adopted a mobilization base concept that remains
in force today. Under defense mobilization order

JFQ / Summer 1997

23 of November 23, 1952, the Director of Defense
Mobilization defined that base as,

that capacity available to permit rapid expansion of
production sufficient to meet military, war-supporting
essential civilian, and export requirements in the
event of a full scale war. It includes such elements as
essential services, food, raw materials, facilities, pro-
duction equipment, organization, and manpower.

The resulting DOD program was predicated
on the idea that industrial mobilization planning
had to identify potential capacity shortages and
propose corrective actions. It had several ele-
ments which included mobilization require-
ments, lead time, domestic production, and com-
mercial conversion.

Mobilization requirements. The need to mobi-
lize assumed the possibility of war in Europe be-
tween the United States and Soviet Union. While
operational planning was conducted for lesser con-
tingencies, the NATO scenario—considered by pol-
icymakers to be the most demanding—was used
for industrial preparedness planning. Whether in-
fluenced by circumstance or choice, it was thought
that in preparing for the worst-case scenario all
lesser scenarios would be accommodated.

Mobilization lead time. Transition from peace
to war could occur in days instead of weeks or
months. Thus the industrial base could do little
to meet immediate demands for production.

Domestic production sources. The United States
could only rely on domestic production. Indus-
trial preparedness planners were required to es-
tablish domestic sources for critical matériel.

Commercial conversion. Demand for defense-
unique matériel would require a large-scale con-
version of commercial production to defense
production.

The industrial preparedness program was the
keystone of industrial mobilization and would re-
main in force with some modification until the
early 1990s. It was maintained by civil servants in
DOD and other agencies. The ultimate beneficia-
ries of the program—the Armed Forces—played
only a marginal role in its operation.

Current Trends

The obvious but as yet incomplete collapse of
Soviet military power has radically altered our po-
litical, economic, and defense policies vis-4-vis an
arch-enemy of some fifty years standing. The
breakup of the Soviet Union also has led to
changes in DOD industrial mobilization policies
and funding for industry-related activities and pro-
grams. As the Bottom-Up Review clearly stated,
“the threat that drove our defense decisionmak-
ing...is gone.” Indeed, the determining aspect of
the current defense procurement environment is a
reduced budget (see figure 2). During the 1980s an-



Figure 2. Annual Defense Expenditures, 1920-2000
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nual defense spending averaged some $306 billion;
in 1989, the peak year, it was $327 billion. For
FY97 it is estimated at $274 billion, and further re-
ductions have been debated in Congress and else-
where. Conversely, some call for an increase of
$50-60 billion over the current $39 billion.

Present and anticipated cuts in defense
spending have precipitated changes in procure-
ment, among them canceling development pro-
grams for new systems and reducing procure-
ment. In fact reductions in weapons acquisition
began in the mid to late 1980s. Since 1985 DOD
has terminated over one hundred programs, in-
cluding the Navy A-X attack aircraft and EA-6B
electronic warfare aircraft, the Air Force F-16
fighter, the Army multiple launcher rocket sys-
tem, and the follow-up early warning system.
Moreover, procurement of other systems also has
been reduced, including the Air Force B-2 bomber
and F-22 air superiority fighter, the Army Co-
manche helicopter, and the Navy F/A-18E/F
strike aircraft.

Gutmanis and Starns

The effects of reduced budgets on procure-
ment are also indirect. One may be abandoning
the strategy to fight two nearly simultaneous
major regional conflicts. Such a change is likely
to come only after the completion of the Qua-
drennial Defense Review, but if adopted it could
further reduce defense expenditures related to the
industrial base.

On the other hand, a diminished threat cer-
tainly has not rendered military power obsolete.
Nor has threat reduction created harmony within
the community of nations. On the contrary, actual
and potential conflicts among both small and
large nations have escalated. Such situations
threaten our security interests and increase the
likelihood of military operations. A few years ago
there was little or no indication of U.S. troops
being deployed to Bosnia. Clearly superpower con-
frontation has been replaced by a nebulous mix of
nonspecific contingencies—in a word, uncertainty.

The White House and Pentagon have taken
initiatives to maintain a defense industrial base in
the face of spending cuts and policy changes. In
June 1993, the Under Secretary of Defense for Ac-
quisition articulated four policy objectives for the
defense-related industrial base:

m supplying and equipping the force to meet na-
tional security objectives, policy guidance issued by the
Secretary of Defense, and the future-years defense pro-
grams

m sustaining production, maintenance, repair, and
logistics for military operations of various durations and
intensities

® maintaining advanced R&D to ensure techno-
logical superiority

m reconstituting within a reasonable period the
capabilities to develop and produce supplies and equip-
ment to prepare fully for a war, national emergency, or
mobilization.

To assure compliance, DOD made two radical
changes that have resulted in a new procurement
paradigm: regulatory reform and dual-use policy.
These changes will directly involve the military in
defense procurement and related decisions.

Another equally important development—
external yet impacting on defense acquisition—is
the technological transformation of areas such as
design, engineering, prototyping, and production
of weapons systems and equipment. Taken either
individually or collectively, these developments
will impose new and crucial procurement-related
responsibilities on the military.

Regulatory Reform

Many impartial experts charged that the de-
fense acquisition process is cumbersome and that
DOD contract management and administration
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F/A-18E.

Multiple launch rocket

system.

costs could be significantly reduced. The Penta-
gon has concurred in this judgment and imple-
mented a major effort to reform procurement. To
do this, DOD has changed policies and issued reg-
ulations that include personnel from outside pro-
curement circles with experience in employing
fielded weapons and equipment into the acquisi-
tion process. For example, the Secretary of De-
fense issued guidance in 1995 that requires pro-
curement activities to be conducted by integrated
product and development (IPD) and integrated
product teams (IPTs). These teams include mili-
tary personnel—the actual or ultimate users of
the matériel being procured. In the Secretary’s
own words, “In the oversight and review
process . .. IPTs would be vertically integrated in
that they would be comprised of members from
various staff and line levels.”3

A number of specific initiatives will place the
military squarely in the procurement process. One
requirement calls for using
so-called nondevelopment
items (NDI).# Under NDI
procedures the role of the
military in acquisition is
substantially increased. An-
other requirement involv-
ing the direct participation
of military personnel
rather than acquisition

McDonnell Douglas

30  JFQ / Summer 1997

specialists in procurement comes about with in-
creased use of a multiple award schedule. This re-
quires the military to select the most appropriate
items from a catalog of commercial goods to meet
their operational needs. In the past military per-
sonnel represented only 6 percent of the over
178,000 engaged in procurement.

Such initiatives will greatly increase both the
presence and role of the military in the defense
acquisition process. However, the policy that de-
mands the most active participation by both staff
and line warriors is the dual-use technology and
production concept.

Dual Use

The dual-use technology and production
concept is one of the prime goals of procurement
reform. As stated in the DOD “bible” on dual use:

The DOD’s acquisition reform effort seeks to bring
about a simplified commercial-style procurement sys-
tem that gives priority to acquiring commercial prod-
ucts and processes, and wherever possible eliminates
those unique contracting, technical, and accounting
requirements that form a barrier to greater
military/commercial integration. Toward that end, on
February 24, 1994, Secretary of Defense Perry set
forth a dramatic vision for simplification of the way
the Pentagon buys military systems.’

DOD (Helene C. Stikkel)
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Figure 3. DOD Budget Forecast by Category, 1983-2003

400 —
350 —
Military personnel
300
250 —
§ 200 Operations and maintenance
E

150

100
50 RDT&E
L e e [

1983 1985 1987 1989 1991

1993 1995 1997 1999 2001 2003

(constant 1993 dollars)

Projected

Source: The New York Times and International Institute for Strategic Studies.

As part of the mandate, on June 29, 1994 the
Secretary directed the services to use performance
and commercial specifications and standards in-
stead of military ones unless no practical alterna-
tives exist. Those rare cases would require explicit
approval, a reversal of prior practice.

Applied to dual-use strategy this innovation
represents a new way of doing business. DOD in-
tends to remove the barriers between commercial
and defense industries and institute compatible
development and acquisition processes. An inte-
grated national industrial capability that achieves
“world-class” benchmarks for cost, quality, and
cycle time will allow the Pentagon to exploit the
rapid rate of product development and the mar-
ket-driven efficiencies of commercial industry.

Commercial manufacturing processes will
lower product costs through economies of scale
resulting from mass production as well as
economies of scope from repetition of processes
across families of lower-volume products. More-
over, if advanced technologies are adopted and
improved by commercial firms, military systems
will also benefit. Finally, by strengthening those
elements of the economic infrastructure on
which DOD depends, successful commercializa-
tion of defense technologies can increase the like-
lihood that they will be accessible and affordable
for military use.

Dual use, with its accompanying benefits,
calls for technical judgments on the applicability
of items to defense needs. In fact an item has not

become dual-use until such a decision is ren-
dered. For some major dual-use procurement the
previous acquisition process will be applied. For a
large portion of goods and services procured
under the dual-use provisions the purchasing ac-
tivity will take place in the field, and the respon-
sibility for accepting or rejecting such items will
rest with military personnel. The possible work-
load for such activities under the dual-use policy
is great. This may be seen from the anticipated
level of DOD procurement shown in figure 3.

The concept of dual-use in defense-related
production, services, and procurement presents
attractive policy because of advances in the agile
manufacturing technologies. These gains render
the dual-use policy exceptionally applicable to fu-
ture defense needs for matériel and services.

Agile Manufacturing

The rapid increase in the technology and use
of agile manufacturing allows DOD to acquire
matériel when needed and at a reasonable cost.
Agile manufacturing is a generic term for a number
of competition-enhancing initiatives that include
lean and flexible factories, networked information
systems, and cross-boundary communications
throughout and among various value chains.

The vision was first described by the Agile
Manufacturing Enterprise Forum held in 1991.7
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B-2s under
construction.

Agility is the capacity to flourish in periods of
uncertainty, unpredictability, and recurrent
change, and agile manufacturing is the integra-
tion of technology,
agile manufacturing can overcome Management, and
workforce resources
emerging problems in an era of in a coordinated, in-
uncertainty and reduced funding  terdependent sys-
tem. Under such a
system information
flows seamlessly among manufacturing, engi-
neering, marketing, purchasing, finance, inven-
tory, sales, and research units. It also courses un-
broken between agile manufacturers and their
suppliers and customers.

Agile manufacturing assists defense planning
as well as the procurement of defense-related
goods. In addition, it can overcome emerging
problems facing procurement management in an
era of uncertainty and reduced funding.

Since the end of the Cold War, the United
States has struggled to define the dimensions of
the future threat. Absent a specific enemy or zone
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of conflict, mobilization planners do not know
whether to focus on desert, arctic, or tropical war-
fare. Nor do they know whether they will need
battalions or corps. Since agile manufacturing so-
lutions are designed for such uncertainty, they are
ideally suited as the framework for evaluating in-
dustrial responsiveness.

One aspect of agile manufacturing is virtual
enterprise, which brings together personnel and
equipment from several companies to design and
manufacture a product. Suppliers, contractors,
and customers work together. Lead times are cut
by the order of magnitude. Another contributor is
information technology, which permits rapid ex-
change of requirements and capabilities among
vendors on all levels of the supply chain.

Since agile manufacturing strives for highly
customizable products and rapidly configurable
production processes, it erases distinctions be-
tween the defense and commercial industrial

Northrop



bases. Current dual-use strategy states that “fu-
ture weapons systems must be consciously de-
signed to use state-of-the-art commercial parts
and subsystems and to be built in facilities with
integrated military and commercial production
lines.”#® Advocates do not claim that armored ve-
hicles and commercial trucks will be manufac-
tured on the same production line; but they be-
lieve components of military-unique items such
as engines can be produced in conjunction with
commercial equivalents. But the dual-use vision is
limited to a stationary manufacturing process
which, even when augmented by flexible sys-
tems, operates within a relatively narrow range of
product options. The agile solution extends the
bounds of dual-use strategy by creating a produc-
tion environment that permits rapid metamor-
phosis of manufacturing resources where individ-
ual tools and workstations can be resized and
regrouped to respond to customer needs in near
real time.

The defense industrial base has played a criti-
cal role in national security strategy because of its
ability to design, develop, and manufacture tech-
nologically superior weaponry which provides
the Armed Forces with formidable capabilities. As
budget cuts affect force structure, they will also
impact on the defense industrial base. The Clin-
ton administration has taken steps to maintain
an adequate industrial base in the face of declin-
ing budgets. Some will change long-established
rules and patterns of defense procurement, espe-
cially regulatory changes and dual-use policy.

To a significant extent, success in acquisition
reform depends upon the active participation of
military personnel in procurement. This is possi-
ble only with an understanding of new policies
and elements of this reform. Equally critical is fa-
miliarity with radical advances in manufacturing
technology as well as agile manufacturing and its
relationship to another key element of acquisi-
tion reform, the DOD dual-use policy. Agile man-
ufacturing seeks to reduce response time and in-
crease manufacturing flexibility so that every
customer order can be satisfied. Ultimately it
would mean that the industrial base would never
have to be mobilized. The potential of agile man-
ufacturing will only be fully realized with the par-
ticipation of the users—the Armed Forces. JFQ

Gutmanis and Starns

NOTES

! Industrial mobilization is defined as “the process of
marshaling the industrial sector to provide goods and
services, including construction, required to support
military operations and the needs of the civil sector
during domestic or national emergencies. It includes
the mobilization of materials, labor, capital, facilities,
and contributory items and services.” See DOD Instruc-
tion 5000.2, Defense Acquisition Management Policies and
Procedures, February 23, 1991, p. 15-7.

2 Office of Defense Mobilization, Advisory Commit-
tee on Production Equipment, Production Capacity: A
Military Reserve (Washington: Government Printing Of-
fice, January 1953), pp. 1, 29.

3 Memorandum from the Secretary of Defense, “Use
of Integrated Products and Process Development and
Integrated Product Teams in DOD Acquisition,” May 10,
1995.

4 For a further discussion, see P. David Leech and
Ivars Gutmanis, “NDI Procurement Accounting and
Tracking: Options and Implementation Plan, for the Of-
fice of the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense (Pro-
duction Resources),” report TR-5856-E (Arlington, Va.:
The Analytical Sciences Corporation, December 1993).

5 Department of Defense, Dual Use Technology: A De-
fense Strategy for Affordable, Leading-Edge Technology
(Washington: Government Printing Office, February
1995), p. 16.

¢ Michael E. Porter, Competitive Advantage (New York:
The Free Press, 1985). Porter uses the term to describe a
way to disaggregate a firm into its strategically relevant
activities to understand the behavior of costs and
sources of differentiation.

7 Agile Manufacturing Enterprise Forum, volume 1,
An Industry-Led View: 21t Century Manufacturing Enter-
prise Strategy, and volume 2, Infrastructure: 215t Century
Manufacturing Enterprise Strategy (Bethlehem, Pa.: Lehigh
University, 1991).

8 Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition and
Technology, Dual-Use Technology: A Defense Strategy for
Affordable, Leading-Edge Technology (Washington: De-
partment of Defense, February 1995), p. 4.
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The Sisyphus Paradox:
Framing the
Acquisition Reform
Debate

By LINDA S. BRANDT and FRANCIS W. AHEARN

isyphus, king of Corinth, was an intrigu-

ing mythological figure banished by

Zeus to the nether regions of Tartarus.

There he was condemned for eternity to
push an enormous stone uphill only to have his
strength fail near the summit and the stone roll
back down. His plight serves as a lesson for efforts
to streamline the way arms and equipment are
developed and acquired.

Defense acquisition—or procurement as it is
commonly known—is the process whereby the
services avail themselves of the technological in-
novations and capabilities in the industrial base
through expenditures of national treasure—a
process that continues to consume a significant
share of discretionary Federal spending. Various
proposals are being considered that could stream-
line the system in which this process operates.
Like Sisyphus, the government has repeatedly
tried to reform the acquisition process only to
find the stone rolling back. Though we rightfully
pursue reform we ironically do so in a system
which, by the express intent of the American
body politic, was not designed for efficiency. This
is the Sisyphus paradox of acquisition reform and
is found in a number of precepts which both
frame and illuminate an ongoing debate.

These maxims provide a perspective on a pol-
icy dialogue too often bounded by exaggerated
claims or hopeless resignation. Some are lessons

Linda S. Brandt and Francis W. A'Hearn both teach at the Industrial
College of the Armed Forces.
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which were learned but seemingly overlooked or
forgotten by policymakers and practitioners who
are occasionally lulled into thinking there is little
real difference between public and private sector
practice. The debate and any meaningful reform
accruing from it will be best served by reconsider-
ing these factors. Effective reform must occur in
the context of the governmental system in which
it operates. To grasp the structural impediments is
to ease the way for critical changes.

The System

The defense acquisition process is firmly
rooted in our system of government. Like the insti-
tutions of which it is part, it is based on shared
power and checks and balances. Congress, the
White House, the Pentagon, and the services have
vested interests and strong influences which are
exercised through the power and constraints im-
posed by oversight, direction, security needs, and
fiscal wherewithal. The judicial system also plays a
role, with courts hearing a range of challenges
from small contract complaints to multi-million
dollar claims against the government (such as the
Navy A-12 aircraft program). As one observer
noted, acquisition begins with the “simple truth
that soldiers, policymakers, technicians, and politi-
cians all have a right to some say over weapons ac-
quisition.”! The paradox is that since each stake-
holder exerts only partial control over selected
parts of the process no one controls all of it.

Decisions to initiate major new projects in re-
search, development, and production may be dri-
ven by a variety of perceived threats, military ne-
cessity, technological opportunity, or defense



performance, cost constraint, and
interoperability are legitimate
aims of the acquisition system

contracts in congressional districts, but the ulti-
mate decisions about weapon systems are political.
President Ronald Reagan'’s resolution to embark on
the Strategic Defense Initiative is a noteworthy
case, but so is the Trident, which was shaped by
the SALT negotiations, a national election, and in-
fluential personalities as much as security con-
cerns. According to one argument, such decisions
incorporate the pluralist paradigm wherein “politi-
cal outcomes reflect the pulling and hauling of a
multitude of interest groups.”? As with policy
choices in virtually any other area of government,
weapon systems and military force structure are
fundamentally political outcomes.

The defense acquisition system was designed
with many goals in mind, but efficiency was not
one of them, and notwithstanding public protes-
tations to the contrary this is precisely how the
American body politic would have it. How can
this seeming paradox be?

Historically, whenever the Federal Govern-
ment has sought to purchase goods and services
from the private sector, safeguards have been put
in place to ensure that all bidders can compete
for business. Equity and equal access are goals of
the defense acquisition system, and no corporate
giant or small business seeking to contract with
the government would have it any other way.

Certainly there are other goals. Military ca-
pability and national security are most assuredly
primary cornerstones of the system. The Aegis
cruiser, SR-71, and multiple launch rocket system
were clearly products of broad-based national se-
curity requirements and technological opportu-
nity. Affordability is a
consideration with
the B-2 bomber (as
are questions about
threat and mission).
The new joint strike
fighter seeks to fulfill
needs across all the services and at least one Euro-
pean country. Thus performance, cost constraint,
and joint and combined interoperability are legit-
imate aims of the system. As one official has sug-
gested, “The current system is not broken. It is
well designed to accomplish the goals that the
Nation values. .. [but it] represents trade-offs
among competing, often contradictory goals and,
not surprisingly, works imperfectly as a result.” 3 It
is imperfect. Efficiency is not an inherent or ex-
plicit feature of the acquisition system. Thus
when the Pentagon proposed rules in mid-1996
under which contracting officers could bargain
only with vendors they judged to be most com-
petitive, industry reacted with caution if not
skepticism. As an officer of a large aerospace man-
ufacturer explained, “This is a sea change in how
we do business with the government, and we

Brandt and A Hearn

USS Arleigh Burke,
first of its class with
Aegis system.

don’t want to sacrifice fairness in the pursuit of
efficiency.”*

This element of the debate also belies a phe-
nomenon which is more unique and appropriate
to peacetime. Questions of efficiency were not
part of the debate over the Manhattan Project or
the effort to orbit an American satellite after the
Soviet Sputnik launch in 1957. Questions about
the taxpayers’ return on investments clearly and
rightfully were part of the discussions connected
with canceling the A-12 program—particularly
after the fall of the Berlin Wall. Thus just as Sisy-
phus was condemned to eternally roll the stone
up the hill, the stewards of the public trust are
obligated every day and in every way to improve
effectiveness and efficiency—in a system designed
for the former but indifferent to the latter. In fact,
to do less would be unethical if not criminal, bar-
ring the issues of national survival or sovereign
interests. Nonetheless, it is good to realize that
priorities and demands shift over time. Cost,
schedule, and performance are traditional criteria
by which we judge success in weapons develop-
ment. Of these three factors, however, perfor-
mance tends to dominate the most when we are
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planning for war (the ability of systems to over-
come a potential enemy held sway throughout
much of the Cold War). In time of conflict, pro-
gram schedules tend to overshadow other consid-
erations (such as quickly modifying and fielding
the Patriot during the Gulf War). In prolonged
periods of relative peace (the current situation)
cost becomes dominant.

Yet another paradox exists in this area.
While the system is indeed designed for equity
and equal access, rules governing acquisition cre-
ate a procedure so complex that it raises barriers
which can block competition. In fact, despite ob-
jections to the contrary, defense contractors en-
trenched in the current system have only a lim-
ited interest in changing it. As long as this
situation exists, DOD cannot expect to attract
new technology-rich firms to the defense arena.

Acquisition Bashing

Critics of the way the bureaucracy acquires
systems and equipment have been fixtures on the
scene since the last century. Historically, some of
their charges have been well founded while oth-
ers only make good headlines. Serious investiga-
tions were conducted into war profiteering in the
wake of World War I. Over the years critics have
debated cost reimbursement and fixed-price con-
tracts. From the Hoover Commissions (1949 and
1953) to the Fitzhugh Commission (1970), Grace
Commission (1983), Packard Commission (1985),
and Federal Streamlining Act (1994), review
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boards and investigative panels under both De-
mocrat and Republican administrations have
sought to eliminate excesses—real and imagi-
nary—in government and defense acquisition.

Most reform initiatives have been nobly mo-
tivated and have enhanced the system. They are
likely to influence the future political military
landscape. But these same efforts rest uneasily on
an implicit and potentially misleading founda-
tion. In fact, each suggests that if we look hard
enough, if we can muster sufficient creativity, a
silver bullet will correct the ills of the system. But
no such solution exists in a democracy. Commer-
cial practice and other initiatives, however well
conceived and intentioned, must function in a
system based on public money, accountability,
and trust.

Conventional wisdom depicts the defense
acquisition system as comprised of three systems
that include the requirements process; the plan-
ning, programming, and budgeting system
(PPBS); and the acquisition management system,
which maps development phases and progress
milestones from concept exploration through val-
idation, engineering, production, deployment,
and support. These systems are often portrayed as
intersecting like three interlocked circles in a
Venn diagram. In reality they do not intersect at
all; they collide.

The systems clash because they are driven by
wholly different and potentially incompatible
forces. The requirements process involves a threat
and technological opportunity. PPBS is based on
both time—the Federal budget calendar review
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stringent congressional
oversight of the annual defense
budget is not likely to abate

cycle—and resource allocation. The acquisition
management system is based on milestones and
approvals subject to progress, real or supposed.

The paradox is that these otherwise incom-
patible systems must work together for reasons
which become equally clear when one examines
their intended outcomes. The requirements
process helps determine what we will buy and
why. PPBS governs how much or how many we
will produce. Finally, acquisition management
shapes how we will actually develop these capa-
bilities.

Yet another paradox associated with the de-
fense acquisition system involves organizational
structure and management practice. The system
reveals a sort of organizational schizophrenia.
The defense establishment, like nearly all ele-
ments of the Federal Government, is structured as
a large functional bu-
reaucracy based on fa-
miliar models which
grew out of the indus-
trial revolution. By the
1960s, however, govern-
ment and private indus-
try began to discover the virtues of project man-
agement as a structure and approach for
realigning functional experts into a dedicated
team on programs like the Apollo, Polaris, and
F-15. An unwillingness to disband functional or-
ganizations and home base of expertise from
whence team members came, however, kept exist-
ing management structures in place. Thus in the
1970s and 1980s one saw both functional and
project management preserved simultaneously in
various management schemes.

Today integrated product teams are being
formed across the defense acquisition community
(and private industry) for project management
and oversight. Like their historical antecedents,
they offer the virtues of dedicated project man-
agement teams but again are often superimposed
on extant functional organization structures
which are never dismantled. In the final analysis,
both integrated teams and functional bureaucra-
cies work in an uneasy structural alliance by the
efforts of dedicated people in what is arguably a
schizophrenic paradigm for both organization
and management.

Big Money, Big Results

In the contemporary environment of down-
sizing and dramatically reduced defense budgets,
defense acquisition projects claim sizable portions
of the investment in national security. Current
long-range projections for the joint strike fighter,
for instance, place the total value of that program
at three-quarters of a trillion dollars—the largest
in American history. Suffice it to say that by any

Brandt and A Hearn

reasonable standard enormous resources and a
relatively large share of the budget pass through
the defense acquisition system, which is highly
visible in the economy. The consequences atten-
dant to these sums are far-reaching. Congress,
taxpayers, and the media all rightfully demand to
know how public funds are spent. At the same
time, expenditures and creation of jobs in various
regions form powerful interests that determine
where the funds go. Thus stringent congressional
oversight of the annual defense budget is not
likely to abate. This is a structural reason why re-
forms that involve congressional prerogatives are
frequently difficult to implement.

Contractors are also powerful players. They
are motivated not only by domestic markets but
the desire to expand internationally. Moreover,
investment in the defense sector has historically
spun off innovations with benefits for society—
such as surgical lasers and audio electronics,
anti-skid brakes for vehicles, jet propulsion for
commercial aviation—although there is conjec-
ture about the reverse phenomenon as commer-
cial electronics, for instance, outpace military
investments in that area. Considering the tech-
nological breakthroughs derived from military
research during World War Il—radar, sonar, jet
propulsion, nuclear fission—it may not be un-
reasonable to ask whether market forces in the
private sector are likely to add analogous tech-
nological breakthroughs in the 215t century ab-
sent public funding. In short, the sizable flow of
dollars through the national acquisition system
yields a paradox of both promise and peril
which constitutes another facet of the defense
acquisition policy debate.

Despite persistent charges that the defense
acquisition system is catastrophically broken and
in need of being recreated, another quiet but
powerful paradox is apparent. This system con-
tinues to produce the world’s most effective and
lethal systems. U.S. weapons are world class, gen-
erally highly praised by warfighters, and much in
demand within the global arms marketplace.
These are not surprising outcomes for a system
based more on effectiveness than efficiency.

Will we continue to produce world class sys-
tems? Can we afford them in the future? How
will we specify our requirements in the face of
ambiguous yet real threats? How persuasively will
we articulate such needs in a budgetary climate in
which defense and social priorities vie for finite
resources? These issues represent aspects of the
context of acquisition reform. How we address
them is part of the challenge for policymakers
and practitioners alike.
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Virtual reality
research.

Future Warfare

A final paradox deals with the relationship
between acquisition and warfare. It is based on
the precept that conflicts in the next century will
not be so much a matter of future determination
as a reflection of decisions we are making or fail-
ing to make today.

Product development cycles, particularly so-
phisticated defense systems with no analogous
counterparts in the commercial sector, take many
years—even if anticipated streamlining initiatives
shorten the process. Moreover, support and fund-
ing for high-risk/high-payoff technologies might
atrophy in a climate in which modernization be-
comes stagnant and the threats are difficult to de-
fine. In such a system, is the stealth innovation of
the next century now in its formative stages in
some government laboratory? Will we recognize
it and commit scarce funds to nurture it? Or can
we rely on the nondefense-commercial sector to
supply the next technological breakthrough criti-
cal to post-modern warfare? Will that break-
through emerge from market forces currently
shaping commercial developments? Historically
both critical defense and nondefense advances—
nuclear fission, radar, lasers, high speed comput-
ing, jet propulsion—have been the products of
defense and public sector support. In short, how
we resolve debates over technological develop-
ment, information warfare, and automated un-
manned weapon systems will shape the nature of
conflict and our capacity to deal with it well into
the 21t century.

There are indeed pressing imperatives to
change the acquisition process. New technologies
are being increasingly developed for the commer-
cial marketplace using short cycle times to
quickly incorporate new advances in products.
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Meanwhile, the current defense acquisition sys-
tem with its complexity and endemically long
cycle times hinders exploitation of this huge
global source of new commercially-developed
technologies. Declining investment in modern-
ization only compounds the problem. This is a
key aspect of the challenge confronting reform-
minded policymakers seeking to provide the
Armed Forces with superior capabilities.

In the final analysis it is useful to recall that
as stewards of the public trust every member of
the defense establishment has an obligation to
find innovative, effective, and more efficient ways
to arm and equip the Armed Forces. Moreover, in-
telligent initiatives aimed at reforming that
process will be more successful if they are
grounded in the world in which they operate—a
free-enterprise democratic society which is at once
political, military, social, and economic. JFQ
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Improving the Management of

Reserve Forces

By JOHN C.E TILLSON

ebate over the role, composition, and

employment of the active and Reserve

components has gone on since the

Revolution. Modern efforts to resolve it
began with the total force policy in 1970. In his
FY71 annual report on Reserve forces, Secretary of
Defense Melvin Laird directed that the Reserve
components be considered part of the total force
available to achieve U.S. security interests.
Through the 1970s they assumed a greater role in
national strategy and by the end of the decade
were getting the equipment and resources needed
to maintain manning levels.

In the 1980s and 1990s the Reserve compo-
nents improved their capabilities and increased
their support to active forces. Both equipment
and training in Army Reserve combat and sup-
port forces have been upgraded. Naval Reserve
ships and aircraft squadrons have received mod-
ern systems and training. Air Force Reserve
fighter, tanker, and airlift squadrons have been
equipped with modern aircraft and funds to sus-
tain near-active capability. The Marine Corps Re-
serve has been organized, equipped, and trained
to reinforce and augment the active component
and is increasingly integrated with active forces.

Active and Reserve component Air Force fly-
ing units train to the same standards, although
active units train for more tasks. Reserve combat

units periodically execute the same operational
missions as their active counterparts (for exam-
ple, Reserve combat and support units are operat-
ing in and over Bosnia). Also, they perform to the
same standards in operational readiness inspec-
tions and win many total force flying competi-
tions. Many Reservists serve more than 100 days
of active duty per year, generally in two to three
week increments.

Army Reserve artillery and Special Forces
units routinely perform to standard—although in
fewer tasks than active units. Naval Reserve
squadrons and ships train to the same standards
as the active Navy. Airlift and combat search and
rescue represent 100 percent of the available as-
sets and have become the training standard. Ma-
rine Corps Reserve combat battalions were suc-
cessful in the Gulf War. Each service employed
both Reserve units and individual Reservists effec-
tively in that conflict to provide increased levels
of support in a range of missions.

Questions regarding the accessibility of Re-
serve forces and their willingness to serve have
largely been resolved. They were deployed success-
fully not just in the Gulf but in Panama, Somalia,
Haiti, Kuwait, the Sinai, and Bosnia. The Presi-
dent’s willingness to mobilize Reservists and their
enthusiastic response has quieted most skeptics.
Congress resolved other mobilization issues by ex-
tending the length of time that Reserve forces can
be called to active duty under a Presidential Se-

lected Reserve Callup (PSRC) to 270 days.
Despite success, problems remain. Relations
between the active and Reserve components are

John C.F. Tillson is a member of the Strategy, Forces, and Resources
Division at the Institute for Defense Analyses and formerly served in
the Office of the Secretary of Defense.
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at times dysfunctional, largely because of differ-
ent cultures. There is uncertainty about the forces
needed to meet the demands of national military

strategy. The Army might have an

associate relationships excess of combat units but lack sup-

between components

port personnel. There might be Re-
serve forces either that are not

have proven successful needed or that are needed in the ac-

in changing culture
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tive component for crisis response or
forward deployment. There might be
Reserve forces that should be re-
shaped or abolished. Some active forces could be
eliminated or transferred to the Reserve compo-
nents at substantial savings. The process for mo-
bilizing and employing Reserve forces needs to be
improved.

[EDITOR’S NOTE: There are five active and
seven Reserve components. Each military service—the
Army, Navy, Marine Corps, Air Force, and Coast
Guard—has an active component. The Reserve com-
ponents include the Army Reserve and Army National
Guard, Naval Reserve, Marine Corps Reserve, Air
Force Reserve and Air National Guard, and Coast
Guard Reserve. Consequently, terms such as Reserves
and Reserve forces refer generically to the Army,
Naval, Marine Corps, Air Force, and Coast Guard Re-
serve as well as the Army and Air National Guard.]

Changing Culture

The first step is to change the culture of the
active and Reserve components to enhance the
effectiveness of the total force concept. This
means influencing the beliefs, values, and wishes
of each component with respect to the organiza-
tion, capabilities, and expertise of the other.

Cooperation and trust are central to the total
force. But lack of trust between the active and Re-
serve components is an impediment. The result-
ing competition is dysfunctional. We can no
longer afford to maintain ineffective or overlap-
ping capabilities because of poor cooperation or
distrust among services or between components.

Each service has improved. The Air Force
trains and evaluates its active and Reserve units at
the same facilities (such as Red Flag) and to the
same standard so that both components are con-
fident in one another. The Air Force shows confi-
dence in the Reserves by assigning them missions
such as independent operations over Bosnia and
allowing them to compete for new missions and
functions. Active and Reserve members of the Air
Force are enthusiastic about management prac-
tices that allow Reservists to take over specific
functions or missions. In the Marine Corps, ac-
tive duty officers command Reserve regiments
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and air groups, and active Marine Corps officers
and enlisted members, functioning as instructors
and inspectors, are responsible for the readiness
of Reserve units. Some Naval Reserve ships are
commanded by active officers.

Associate relationships between the active
and Reserve components have proven successful
in changing culture at unit level. Members of
Army roundout brigades that worked closely with
active parent units report great satisfaction in
learning from their active counterparts while
preparing to go to war together. These and other
steps could be incorporated in individual service
practices to raise levels of cooperation and mu-
tual trust among members of both components.
They could increase Reserve readiness and, by in-
volving people with new ideas from the civil sec-
tor, enhance the level of innovation in the indi-
vidual services.

Many of the initiatives below could improve
cooperation and trust between the components
and already are practiced in some services. The
Army is implementing some of them in National
Guard enhanced brigades. Most would also en-
hance Reserve readiness and total force efficiency.

m Train active and Reserve forces to the same stan-
dard and require both to demonstrate performance to
standard. Make active commanders accountable for Re-
serve component readiness. Train Reserve units in fewer
tasks to recognize their limited time for training. Link
units and tasks to specific contingency plans.

m Expand opportunities for members of one com-
ponent to serve in the other to enhance Reserve readi-
ness and mutual understanding.

m Make active component duty with Reserve units
career-enhancing by making it equivalent to command
time (for example, active Marine instructors and inspec-
tors assigned to Reserve units are selected by central
command selection boards and receive command
credit).

m Ensure that management information systems
(in areas such as personnel and finance) operate seam-
lessly or handle members of both components under a
single system.

m Develop educational programs that promote in-
tegration and mutual understanding of the history and
background of each component.

m Simplify the transition for individuals and units
between components.

m Conduct more integrated active and Reserve
component training such as that performed at Army
combat training centers and in the Air Force through
air-to-air and bombing competitions.

m Increase the number of full-time (either active
or Reserve) commanders and staff officers in Reserve
units, especially in early deploying units.

m Adopt the Air Force notion of resourcing and as-
signing missions to the Reserve whereby the compo-
nents work together to identify the resources needed to
perform Reserve missions to standard and also the addi-
tional resources to tackle more demanding missions.



Air National Guard
F-16 in northern
Australia.

Tillson

Expanding Total Force Policy

The next step is to expand total force policy
by greater use of Reserve forces. Employment of
them in recent years has been influenced by our
experience during the Cold War and in Vietnam.
The Cold War threatened national existence and
required a large ready force. High readiness led
not only to a bias in favor of active forces but also
to providing the Reserve components with the re-
sources to maintain unprecedented readiness. The
decision not to call up the Reserves during Viet-
nam created an impression that they would only
be used in a conflict against the Warsaw Pact. The
end of the Cold War lifted the threat to national
existence, yet the demands on our forces have
steadily increased. This change in threat allows a
less stringent calculation of risk, demands to cut
defense spending, and increased potential for
“less ready” forces. Three complementary options
arise for the Reserve components in this environ-
ment: using some Reserve forces in lieu of active
forces to meet new security needs, preserving
other Reserve forces at low readiness for a major

national emergency that arises with long warn-
ing, and eliminating or reshaping any Reserve
forces unable to meet these new demands.

History demonstrates that the Reserve com-
ponents can perform critical jobs and are rapidly
available on a voluntary or involuntary basis.
This suggests they can often be used in lieu of ac-
tive forces. Reserve component forces were used
five times in recent years for major military oper-
ations and were included in planning for the re-
inforcement of Kuwait in 1994. They supported
ground and air operations in Bosnia and Army
multinational force and observer missions in the
Sinai. Despite procedural and execution problems
in joint and service management structures, the
Reserve units themselves performed successfully
in all cases.

In the Gulf War many Reserve combat and
combat support units demonstrated an ability to
perform to standard with little post-mobilization
training. Two Army artillery brigades displayed
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and Navy Seabee
Reservists, Mountain
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the decision to mobilize
Reserves can enhance links
between the Armed Forces
and the American people

their performance in combat. Other units such as
an Apache battalion, a Special Forces group, and a
Reserve mechanized brigade were mobilized and
performed to standard in tests
and exercises. Marine and Air
Force combat units likewise per-
formed to standard in the Gulf.

No Navy combat units were
used in the war. In each service
there was strong opposition in
the active component to calling
up Reserve combat units. Nevertheless, as General
Colin Powell told Congress, “The success of the
Guard and Reserve participation in Desert Shield
cannot be overemphasized.”

The successful voluntary and involuntary
use of the Reserve components has demonstrated
their capabilities in a variety of contingencies.
Given pressure to cut spending, new threats, and
the ability of Reserves to perform to the same
standard as active forces, it is appropriate to con-
sider changing force planning and programming
guidance to give priority to Reserve over active
forces. This assumes that Reserve forces display
their ability to do the job. Those that do not can
be put in a low readiness status or eliminated.
Such change would also be consistent with our
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basic national values and militia tradition. More-
over, just as the decision to mobilize Reserves for
the Gulf War helped commit the public to the
Nation'’s objectives, their more frequent use also
can enhance links between the Armed Forces and
the American people.

Expanding total force policy requires
changes in planning and programming guidance
for active and Reserve forces, in plans for using
Reserves, and in the ways such forces are man-
aged, trained, and resourced. The expansion of
the total force policy thus calls for a number of
changes to be made. First, convert force planning
and programming guidance to provide preference
for placing forces in the Reserve. For example, put
combat and support forces in the Reserve if they
exhibit the ability to meet performance standards
and deployment schedules suitable for assigned
missions and if they are not required for forward
presence or deployment.

Second, explicitly plan to call up combat and
support forces for every contingency—from peace
operations to a major regional conflict (MRC).
Plan a balanced active and Reserve combat and



support force for the first MRC to assure the avail-
ability of a similar force for the second. Plan for
mainly active combat forces in the first MRC and
mainly Reserve combat forces for the second. Es-
tablish a policy calling for routine PSRC use. De-
velop simplified PSRC planning and execution
procedures that, for example, require Reserve
units identified for early deployment to demon-
strate pre-mobilization performance to the same
standards as active units. Reserves scheduled for
later deployment must meet these standards after
a designated period of post-mobilization training.
Call up Reserve forces as part of the initial force
or a rotation base (for example, deploy Air Force
Reserve fighter squadrons in parallel with active
units in a contingency; call up Reserve units,
from civil affairs to infantry battalions, on a rota-
tion basis for peace operations). Assure the readi-
ness of Reserves for these missions by identifying
units in advance. Plan for the use of volunteers—
units and individuals, Reservists and retirees—in
those operations including those for which PSRCs
can be employed. For example, the Air Force
might accept volunteers for individual flying mis-
sions while other services might call up entire
units. Improve planning and execution proce-
dures so that PSRC authority can be obtained
rapidly and applied efficiently.

Third, improve Reserve management and
training and provide added resources to enhance
Reserve readiness and capabilities. Increase per-
sonnel and unit stability by enlarging the number
of prior service personnel in Reserve units. Con-
sider offering benefits such as affiliation bonuses,
educational incentives, and enlistment contracts
that cover both active and Reserve service. Mod-
ify Reserve compensation policy to take account
of variations in the economy and to reduce tur-
bulence through job tenure. Change the promo-
tion system to avoid penalizing Reservists for
staying in one assignment for an extended pe-
riod. Provide income insurance to address dispari-
ties in civilian and military pay in order to im-
prove retention and willingness to perform
frequent tours of involuntary duty.

Give priority to early deploying units in allo-
cating deployable full-time support personnel.
Limit the frequency of unit reorganization since
commanders report that it destroys readiness and
morale in Reserve units. Improve pre-mobiliza-
tion training with the use of simulators, multi-
year scheduling, and close association with active
units. Train specific Reserve units for peace and
humanitarian relief operations so the Reserves
can be used early. Improve plans and facilities for
post-mobilization training. Ensure the availability
of active and Reserve trainers. Organize training
facilities for both components to ensure efficient
post-mobilization training.

Tillson

Realizing Potential

The last step is to examine new possibilities
and validate Reserve capabilities. There will be
opposition to some of the above proposals. How-
ever, while none of the changes have to be made
overnight, virtually all can be preceded by experi-
ments and pilot projects that investigate their po-
tential. Proceeding in a reasoned, deliberate man-
ner will generate support for change in both the
active and Reserve components. Assigning an
outsider to play a major role in the design, con-
duct, and evaluation of these changes will lend
credibility to the results.

Decisions on the mix of active and Reserve
forces and on new roles and functions for the Re-
serves are difficult to make absent good data. Tests
can be conducted to assess the ability of both
components to perform to standard (such as readi-
ness for the range of military operations), devise
ways to achieve Reserve readiness levels more
quickly, experiment with organizational and train-
ing concepts and with increased levels of re-
sources, experiment initially with Army combat
maneuver brigades and Navy surface ships and
carrier aviation, and establish pilot programs to
test new concepts (such as a multi-year plan for a
Reserve division to bring one maneuver brigade
per year to a high level of readiness and to keep it
there for a year).

The United States is gradually adjusting to
the challenges of the new strategic environment.
The most difficult changes may be taking place in
the minds of the people, military and civilian,
who must determine the direction the Armed
Forces must take. Having won the Cold War, we
do not have the shock of defeat to motivate
change quickly. Nor is it necessary. Precipitate ac-
tions to reduce our forces or make other dramatic
changes could lead to serious problems.

Nevertheless, if there is no major threat to
our national security we can anticipate a steady
reduction in defense spending that will compel
us to make substantial changes in the size of our
forces. Improving the management of Reserve
forces will increase their readiness and ability to
perform to standard. As their capabilities grow,
we can rely more on the Reserves at the expense
of the active component which will allow us to
maintain force structure at least cost. Moreover,
greater reliance on militia forces in lieu of a large
standing military is consistent with the history
and traditions of the Nation. JFQ
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Joint Endeavor—The
Role of Civil Affairs

By PAMELA J. BRADY

nder the General Framework

Agreement for Peace (GFAP)

NATO deployed a combined

joint task force known as Im-
plementation Force (IFOR) to Bosnia-
Herzegovina. It consisted of the 1st Ar-
mored Division, which was designated
Multinational Division North, while a
British division controlled the south-
west and a French division was as-
signed responsibility for the southeast
part of the country (see map on next
page). These multinational divisions
were put under the command and con-
trol of Allied Command Europe (ACE)
Rapid Reaction Corps (ARRC) which
functioned as the land forces com-
mand under IFOR.

One cannot overstate the impor-
tance of the military aspects of estab-
lishing and maintaining a zone of sep-
aration and freedom of movement.
These tasks were instrumental in estab-
lishing a secure and stable environ-
ment that allowed Muslims, Serbs, and
Croats as well as both international
and humanitarian organizations to ex-
ecute their obligations, particularly the
civilian aspects which included recov-
ery, reconstruction, repatriation, and
reconciliation.

Joint Endeavor marked the un-
precedented involvement of civil af-
fairs (CA) in this NATO-led mission
which involved 36 countries. The 3534
Civil Affairs Command of the Army
Reserve and 96t Civil Affairs Battalion,
an active unit based at Fort Bragg, em-
barked on a joint endeavor of their
own which could set the tone for fu-
ture missions of this type.

Lieutenant Colonel Pamela J. Brady,
USAR, 353¢ Civil Affairs Command,
served as CIMIC civil information
officer during Joint Endeavor.

This cooperation between active
and Reserve components created the
basis for Reservists to take responsibil-
ity for civil-military operations in a
transparent manner. The IFOR com-
mander formed a principal staff direc-
torate known as combined joint civil
military cooperation (CIMIC). Joint En-
deavor consisted of building consensus
and understanding among the Bosnian
people to implement GFAP. Here civil
affairs negotiating skills were instru-
mental. CIMIC was a vital link between
military and civilian efforts, especially
as operations evolved from the entry
phase through implementation to tran-
sition to peace and then toward the de-
sired endstate. Planning shifted from
stressing rapid deployment of enabling
forces, minimizing interference and
promoting support for IFOR, and devel-
oping commissions for establishing
and maintaining liaison with affected
civilian organizations, coordinating
freedom of movement, leveraging the
capabilities of nongovernmental orga-
nizations (NGOs), private voluntary or-
ganizations (PVOs), international orga-
nizations (IOs) and host nations, and
identifying and transferring many civil-
military tasks to nonmilitary agencies.
While CIMIC was not chartered with
nationbuilding, it created institutions
by providing niche and unique re-
sources to civil agencies to facilitate
growth and ensure their success.

It was during the transition to
peace that the civil aspects of the ac-
cords became increasingly important
and IFOR occupied a greater role in
supporting civil implementation. IFOR
policy reflected this increased involve-
ment in civil tasks by allowing and en-
couraging the military to assist civilian
agencies (as far as resources permitted
and without detracting from the mili-
tary mission) whenever possible as a

means of stimulating civil restoration
and return to normalcy. GFAP also
clearly outlined supporting IFOR tasks
to be conducted on request and within
the limits of assigned principal tasks
and available resources. Some recon-
struction, rebuilding, and demining
operations that supported the military
had a beneficial collateral effect on
civilian reconstruction through road
and bridge building. While some may
regard this as mission creep, civil and
military leaders came to understand
that exclusive oversight of the military
provisions of the peace agreement
would only postpone re-establishing
normalcy and could prolong the need
for an outside military presence.

CIMIC was involved on virtually
every level of rehabilitation and recon-
struction in Bosnia. Because of their
unique expertise and linguistic capabil-
ities, CA personnel were instrumental
in facilitating relations among NATO
forces, civil authorities, and various
factions of the population. CIMIC sol-
diers had an operational grasp of the
issues affecting Croats, Muslims, and
Serbs. This understanding of local con-
ditions provided IFOR with a baseline
on strengths and weaknesses of the
civil sector and indicated the types of
civil-military operations that would be
effective. It helped establish, maintain,
and influence relations among the mil-
itary, civil authorities, and the local
population as they focused on a unity
of effort rather than the traditional
unity of command.

Recognizing that the civil dimen-
sion was equally if not more important
than the military, the London Confer-
ence of the Peace Implementation
Council established the Office of the
High Representative headed by former
Swedish Prime Minister Carl Bildt. His
mandate was to oversee the civilian
implementation of GFAP and included
creating political and constitutional in-
stitutions, fostering economic recon-
struction and rehabilitation of infra-
structure, promoting respect for
human rights, encouraging the return
of displaced persons and refugees, con-
tinuing humanitarian aid for as long as
necessary, and assisting with both free
and fair elections.
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Coordination of the myriad insti-
tutional activities critical to the return
of peace and stability in Bosnia was a
daunting task. Both Bildt and IFOR rec-
ognized that close coordination was
vital to restoring political and eco-
nomic infrastructure in a secure envi-
ronment. This relationship was en-
hanced by the role that CIMIC played
in facilitating, coordinating, monitor-
ing, and reporting on civil-military
projects. CA personnel oversaw pro-
jects to maximize interaction while en-
couraging independent initiatives
among the parties. Coordination also
ensured that priorities were consistent
with policies of the host nation, Office
of the High Representative (OHR), Or-
ganization for Security and Coopera-
tion in Europe (OSCE), U.N. Mission in
Bosnia-Herzegovina, U.N. High Com-
missioner for Refugees, and a myriad
of governmental, civil, and interna-
tional agencies working in theater.
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As required by GFAP, and as a
means of giving both the military and
civilians a venue to review and coordi-
nate reconstruction efforts, a joint civil
commission was established in Sara-
jevo as a template for representatives
in Tuzla, Banja Luka, and Mostar. The
commission consisted of a small head-
quarters and functional working
groups that focused on the constitu-
tion, freedom of movement, telecom-
munications, infrastructure, refugees,
and police.

Infrastructure subcommittees
were formed for eight technical sub-
groups: gas, electricity, water/sewer/
solid waste, economic development,
urban transport, roads and bridges,
cemeteries, and railways. Technical
subgroups varied on the regional level
depending on needs in a particular
area. CIMIC personnel were absolutely
essential. They continually applied
civilian knowledge, skills, and exper-
tise while accompanying government

representatives and industrial special-
ists on assessments to formulate action
plans and build consensus among the
concerned parties.

The conditions for regional secu-
rity created by IFOR significantly in-
creased and facilitated humanitarian
assistance throughout the country.
Hundreds of NGOs, PVOs, and IOs
were able to dispense aid on a larger
scale because of the security and en-
hanced freedom of movement pro-
vided by the military. This support was
furnished with measured, cautious,
and judicious constraints. For example,
it was provided in cases where the mil-
itary had unique assets that were not
available in the civil sector, where mili-
tary assistance would facilitate or dra-
matically speed up the task, and where
military goals and objectives were sat-
isfied—that is, to drive civil recovery
with execution of labor intensive pro-
jects to address employment of demo-
bilizing soldiers.

The NGO/PVO infrastructure in
theater was mature. These unsung he-
roes had been at work more than four
years and had developed an extensive
network. CIMIC was anxious to coordi-
nate with them to maximize mutual ca-
pabilities. Theater-wide centers and
computer discs with NGO/PVO spread-
sheets facilitated such interoperability.
In Sarajevo, the International Council of
Volunteer Agencies and CIMIC set up a
walk-in center as the focal point of NGO
coordin